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SENATE
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 20, 1962

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
and was called to order by the Vice
President.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D. offered the following
prayer:

Almighty God, still omnipotent when
the world seems falling to pieces all
around us, help us in the midst of the
whelming flood to stay our minds in the
strength of the everlasting values which
nothing can destroy.

Amid all the distraction of the compli-
cated modern life in which our lot is cast,
keep our hearts childlike and trustful,
free from corroding pessimism, so that
the gates of the realm of wonder, closed
to the merely clever and conceited, may
be opened unto us as we turn to Thee,
our God, in the simplicity as it is in
Christ, our Lord. In His spirit and in
His passion for others, strengthen us to
dedicate all we have and are to help heal

" the open sores of the stricken earth.

In His name we ask it. Amen,

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr, HUMPHREY, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday,
June 19, 1962, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILL

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were com-
municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller,
one of his secretaries, and he announced
that on June 19, 1962, the President had
approved and signed the act (S. 2865)
for the relief of Ferdinand A. Hermens.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be ex-
cused from attendance on the sessions of
the Senate commencing at 3 o'clock to-
morrow afternoon and on Friday and
Saturday following.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that statements

during the morning hour shall be limited

to 3 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection——

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-

dent, reserving the right to object to
that request, let me say that I have in
mind making a statement which will
take perhaps 15 or 20 minutes. If the
Senator from Minnesota would modify
his request, so as to provide that state-
ments in the morning hour shall be
limited to 3 minutes until such time as
all Senators who wish to make 3-minute
statements in the morning hour have
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been heard, I shall be willing to agree
to the request.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me say that
such an accommeodation is made regu-
larly, and we would be agreeable to that
arrangement.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Louisiana withdraw his
objection?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes, on the
basis stated. In other words, I under-
stand that if I wish to proceed for 15
minutes, that much time will be granted
me.
Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the request is agreed to.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

REPORT ON DEVELOPMENT OF ADVANCED
SATURN LAUNCH VEHICLE
A letter from the Administrator, Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion, Washington, D.C., reporting, pursuant
to law, on the development of and research
on the second stage of the Advanced Saturn
launch vehicle (8-II); to the Committee on
Aeronautical and Space Sciences.
REPORT oN TITLE I AGREEMENTS UNDER AGRI-
CULTURAL TRADE DEVELOPMENT AND ASSIST-
ANCE AcCT OF 1954

A letter from the Administrator, Foreign
Agricultural Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report on agreements concluded during May
1962 under title I of the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act of 1954
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry.
AUTHORIZATION OF CERTAIN EXPENSES IN Gov-

EENMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

A letter from the President, Board of Com-
missioners, District of Columbia, transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation to au-
thorize certain expenses in the government
of the District of Columbia, and for other
purposes (with an accompanying paper);
to the Committee on the District of
Columbla.

REPORT ON FOREIGN. CURRENCIES IN THE

CuUsTODY OF THE UNITED STATES

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
foreign currencies in the custody of the
United States, as of December 31, 1961 (with
an accompanying report); to the Committee
on Forelgn Relations.

RESOLUTION ON INTERNATIONAL
SOCIAL WELFARE BY NATIONAL
JEWISH WELFARE BOARD

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
invite the attention of my colleagues to
a resolution adopted by the National
Jewish Welfare Board in support of the
provision of welfare attachés to our
American embassies abroad to advise in
the social welfare problems of the host
countries.

This resolution was adopted at the
National Jewish Welfare Board's con-
vention this past April in Miami Beach,
Fla.

This is a subject in which I have had
a great interest and I have on various
occasions spoken in the Senate on the
need for a social welfare attaché pro-
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gram by the State Department. I am
pleased indeed to learn of this resolu-
tion by the National Jewish Welfare
Board and I do hope that our State De-
partment will give serious attention to
implementing such a program.

I ask unanimous consent that the
resolution be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered fo be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

RESOLUTION ON INTERNATIONAL SOCIAL
‘WELFARE

Through its active participation in the
work of the World Federation of YMHA's and
Jewish Community Centers, the National
Jewlsh Welfare Board has experienced the
need for adequate technical assistance pro-
grams in the field of international social
welfare,

Whereas the Natlonal Jewish Welfare
Board has seen the value of such assistance,
available from the American Speclalists
Branch and the Foreign Speclalists Branch
of the Bureau of Education and Cultural Af-
fairs of the Department of State, whereby
center field specialists have been sent abroad
and Jewish youth workers in foreign coun-
tries assisted in coming to the United States
for center orientation and training; and

Whereas the National Jewish Welfare
Board recognizes the fact that governmental
and private financial resources available for
such work in the international social wel-
fare field are limited and that steps should
be taken to expand that will
further the Nation's International goals:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the National Jewish Wel-
fare Board urge the expansion of the pro-
grams of the Amerlean Speciallists Branch
and the Forelgn Specialists Branch of the
Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs
of the Department of State; and be it
further

Resolved, That the Natlonal Jewish Wel-
fare Board support the provision of social
welfare attachés to American embassies
abroad to advise in the social welfare prob-
lems of the host countries.

Adopted by JWB Biennial Convention,
Miami Beach, Fla., April 1962,

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr. ROBERTSON, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency, without amend-
ment:

S. 8291, A bill to amend section 14(b) of
the Federal Reserve Act, as amended, to
extend for 2 years the authority of Federal
Reserve banks to purchase U.S. obligations
directly from the Treasury (Rept. No. 1606).

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. SPAREMAN (by request):

5.3443. A Dbill to authorize the chartering
of organizations to insure conventional
mortgage loans, to authorize the creation of
secondary market organizations for conven-
tional and other mortgage loans, to authorize
the issnance of debentures upon the security
of insured or guaranteed mortgages, and to
create a joint supervisory board to charter
and examine such organizations, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

(See the remarks of Mr. SparEMAN When
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

AUTHENTICATED
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By Mr. EEATING:

5.3444. A bill to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949 to permit donations of surplus personal
property to State agencies for use by volun-
teer firefighting organizations; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations,

(See the remarks of Mr. KeaTing when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. HUMPHREY :

S.3445. A Dbill to declare Leech Lake, Cass
Lake, and Winnibigoshish Lake in the State
of Minnesota to be nonnavigable waters for
certain purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce.

(See the remarks of Mr. HUMPHREY When
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. ELLENDER (by request):

8.3446. A bill relating to soil bank con-
tract violations; to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry.

By Mr. BEALL:

S.3447. A bill for the relief of the Prince
CGieorges County School Board, Maryland; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BIBLE (for himself and Mr.
CANNON) :

8,3448. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to convey certain public lands
in the State of Nevada to the county of
Lincoln, State of Nevada; to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

(See the remarks of Mr. BisLe when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. SMITH of Massachusetts:

S.8449, A bill for the relief of Pangiotis
Liberopoulos; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. SPAREMAN (by request):

S.23450. A bill to provide for adjustments
in the annuities under the Foreign Service
retirement and disability system; to the
Committee on Forelgn Relations.

(See the remarks of Mr. SPARKMAN when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr, H:

S5.3451. A bill to provide relief for resi-
dentlal occupants of unpatented mining
claims upon which valuable improvements
have been placed, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs.

(See the remarks of Mr. CHURCH when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. SYMINGTON :

S5.3452. A bill for the relief of Dr. Hassen
M. Nouri; and

5.3453. A bill for the rellef of Dr. Felix
Nabor Sabates.

MORTGAGE MAREKET FACILITIES
ACT OF 1962

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, by
request, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill to authorize first, the
chartering of corporations to insure con-
ventional mortgages; second, the char-
tering of corporations to buy and sell
such mortgages in the secondary mar-
ket; and, third, the establishment of a
joint board to supervise the activities of
such corporations.

The proposal to establish these new
corporations and the supervisory joint
board is made as the result of a study
recently completed by a national mort-
gage market committee, a group of out-
standing experts representing a cross
section of all segments in the homebuild-
ing, real estate, and mortgage lending
fields, brought together largely through
the efforts of the American Bankers

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Association. The national committee
intends that the new facilities would be
industrywide and would serve the needs
of all lenders engaged in mortgage
financing.

The purpose of establishing these new
corporations and the joint board is to
improve the facilities of the conventional
mortgage market and to make it operate
more effectively, so that the general pub-
lic will have the benefit of efficient home
mortgage financing at the lowest possible
cost. Since the conventional mortgage
market makes up close to two-thirds of
the total mortgage market, this appears
to be a well worthwhile objective.

In brief, the bill is designed to do for
the conventional mortgage what the
Federal Housing Administration and
Federal National Mortgage Association
have done for the Government-insured
mortgage.

The insuring corporations proposed by
the bill would make insurance available
to lenders who enter into conventional
mortgage loans—that is, mortgage loans
other than FHA-insured and VA-guar-
anteed loans. Conventionally insured
mortgages would then be available for
marketing through the secondary mar-
ket corporations, much in the same way
that FHA and VA mortgages can be
marketed through the FNMA. The in-
surance and secondary market corpora-
tions would be privately owned and
financed, but would be subject to super-
vision by a joint board which would be
appointed by the President. Members
of the board would be made up of per-
sons from the mortgage financing in-
dustry, as well as from Federal Gov-
ernment agencies.

The main problem of the conventional
mortgage market has been the personal
character of the conventional mortgage,
and its consequent lack of national mar-
ketability. This becomes especially sig-
nificant during times when the demand
for housing is at a peak and when po-
tential mortgage funds do not flow into
the mortgage market.

The expected increase in the housing
demand during the latter part of this
decade and during the 1970's makes it
highly desirable for the mortgage lend-
ing industry to put its house in order
at this time.

I have felt for a long time that im-
provements need to be made in the mort-
gage market if we are to meet the needs
to provide home financing for the 16 to
20 million households that will be formed
in the next 10 years. The war babies of
the late forties will represent that bulk
of this new demand for homes in the
late sixties. Thus, it is not too early to
gear up our financing resources, so as
to be ready to meet the demands these
new family formations will cause.

The bill, by providing for insurance
of conventional mortgages fully on the
basis of adequate standards and ade-
quate reserves, would generalize the cur-
rently personal nature of the mortgage.
This would make the conventional mort-
gage eligible for national trading. In
addition, the bill provides for corpora-
tions designed to facilitate such trading.
Since some investors prefer debentures
backed by mortgages to actual mortgage
investments, the marketing corporations
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also would be empowered to issue deben-
tures against insured mortgage col-
lateral.

I am introducing this bill for study;
and I hope that those in the mortgage
lending and banking fields will give it
close scrutiny, and will come forward
with any new ideas or proposals which
will carry out the purposes of the bill.
Although I do not expect action on the
bill this year, I am hopeful that early
in the next session of Congress we can
hold hearings on the bill and on any
other proposals which may have been
made, and that we may thereafter send
to the Senate Ilegislation that will
achieve the objectives for which this bill
is designed.

I ask unanimous consent that a sum-
mary of the bill be printed in the Recorb.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the summary
will be printed in the Recorb.

The bill (S. 3443) to authorize the
chartering of organizations to insure
conventional mortgage loans, to author-
ize the creation of secondary market
organizations for conventional and other
mortgage loans, to authorize the issuance
of debentures upon the security of in-
sured or guaranteed mortgages, and to
create a joint supervisory board to
charter and examine such organizations,
and for other purposes, introduced by
Mr. SPaRKMAN, by request, was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

The summary presented by Mr. SPARK-
MAN is as follows:

SECTION-BY-SECTION SUMMARY OF MORT-
GAGE MaARKET FACILITIES ACT OF 1962
TITLE I—SHORT TITLE, STATEMENT OF PURPOSE;
AND DEFINITIONS

Section 101. Short title: Contains a table
of contents and provides that the act may be
cited as the “Mortgage Market Facilities Act
of 1962.”

Section 102, Statement of policy: Provides
that “the Congress desires to make addi-
tlonal facilities avallable to increase the
market for conventional and insured mort-
gages as a means of improving the housing
conditions of the American pepole.”

Sectlon 103, Definitions: Provides defini-
tions of the following terms used through-
out the act: “Joint Board,” “Chairman,”

“mortgage,” “first mortgage,” “mortgage in-
surance corporation,” “mortgage marketing
corporation,” “person,” and “United States.”

TITLE II—JOINT SUPERVISORY BOARD FOR MORT-
GAGE INSURANCE AND MARKETING CORPORA-
TIONS
Section 201. Establishment: Provides for

the creation of a Joint Supervisory Board
for Mortgage Insurance and Marketing Cor-
porations (Joint Board) to consist of five
members, with its principal office in the Dis-
triet of Columbia.

Section 202. Chalrman and directors: Sub-
section (a) provides for the appointment of
the chairman of the Joint Board by the
President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate. The chairman is to
serve a 6-year term at a salary of $
per annum. Subsection (b) provides that
in addition to the chairman, the directors
of the Joint Board shall be the Comptrol-
ler of the Currency. the Chalrman of the
Federal Home Loan Bank Board, and the
Chairman of the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation, all ex officio; and a person ap-
pointed by the Presldent from a g per-
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sons recommended by the supervisors of
banking in the various States who shall serve
for a term of 6 years at a stated salary. All
decisions of the board to be effective shall
require the affirmative vote of at least three
directors, at least one of whom shall be
other than an ex officio director,

Section 203. General powers: Subsection
(a) provides the Joint Board with power to
charter, audit, inspect, and examine corpo-
rations organized under the act, to require
such corporations to prepare and file reports,
to subpena witnesses, to hold hearings, and to
issue rules and regulations. The Joint
Board is to send an annual report to Con-
gress. Bubsection (b) pertains to employ-
ees of the Joint Board. Subsection (c) al-
lows the Joint Board to avail itself of the
use of information, services, and so forth, of
other Government agencles.

Section 204. Taxation provisions: Provides
that corporations organized under this act
shall be subject to taxation to the same ex-
tent as State-chartered corporations.

Section 205. Expenses: Authorizes appro-
priations as may be necessary for salaries and
other necessary expenses of the Joint Board.

Section 206, Forfeiture of charter: Estab-
lishes a procedure for involuntary forfeiture
of the charter of a corporation established
under this act and liguidation of same.

Section 207. Injunction: Provides that the
Joint Board may bring an action to enjoin
a violation of the act and to enforce compli-
ance with the act.

Section 208. Removal of director, officer, or
other personnel: Provides for a procedure
whereby the Joint Board may cause a di-
rector, officer, attorney, employee, or agent
of a corporation organized under the act to
be removed for cause.

TITLE OI—MORTGAGE INSURANCE CORPORATIONS

Section 301. Establishment: Provides for
the chartering by the Joint Board of mort-
gage insurance corporations upon the ap-
proval of an application submitted by not
less than five natural persons of good repute.

Section 302. Insurance authorization:
Bubsection (a) authorizes a mortgage in-
surance corporation organized under this act
to: (1) insure not less than 100 percent of
the unpaid principal and interest on loans
in the form of obligations secured by mort-
gages on one- to four-family residential prop-
erties; and (2) establish, through action by
the Board of Directors, an adequate insur-
ance premium for such insurance which shall
be set, and the initial capital be allocated,
50 that there shall be maintained at all
times unimpaired capital, surplus, and un-
divided profits in an aggregate amount, upon
the basis of market value, of not less than
b percent of the unpaid prineipal amounts
of all outstanding contracts of mortgage in-
surance. At least 50 percent of the capital
shall be invested in obligations of or guar-
anteed by the United States and the re-
mainder in other obligations or securities
approved by the Joint Board. All other
funds shall be safely invested with due re-
gard to the purpose of the corporation.
Subsection (b) provides that a loan insured
by a mortgage insurance corporation shall
have a maximum term not exceeding 30
years; shall be secured by an amortized mort-
gage, deed of trust, or other such instru-
ment under the terms of which payments
shall be made in equal amounts from month
to month and are sufficient to: (1) amortize
the entire principal of the loan within the
period ending on the date of Its maturity;
(2) cover interest applicable to each pay-
ment period; and (3) cover the premium
applicable to each payment period; shall
have a loan-to-value ratio not exceeding
90 percent of appraised value as approved
by the corporation or sales price, whichever
is less; shall be in an amount not exceeding
$30,000; shall be on a one- to four-family
residential property which is or will be oc-
cupied in whole or in part by the mortgagor;
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and shall be originated and serviced by an
organization approved by the mortgage in-
surance corporation.

Sectlon 3803. Payment: Provides that: A
mortgage insurance corporation organized
under this title shall pay in cash without
delay the insurance claims of any applicant
submitting appropriate evidence of owner-
ship of a defaulted loan insured under au-
thority conferred by this act, but such pay-
ment shall not be made until: (1) there is
a default in any payment of principal or in-
terest on the loan or the insurance premium
and such default is not cured by subsequent
payment In not less than 91 days; and (2)
the mortgagee conveys to the mortgage in-
surance corporation clear title to the prop-
erty; and (3) the mortgagee assigns to the
mortgage insurance corporation all claims of
the mortgagee against the mortgagor or
others, arising out of the mortgage transac-
tion, except such claims as may have been
released with the consent of the Joint Board.
Buch payment shall include interest and al-
lowances (including foreclosure costs) from
time of default as appreved under regulations
of the Joint Board ir <fect at the time the
mortgage was insured.

Section 304. Succession: Provides that:
“Each mortgage insurance corporation or-
ganized under this title shall have succes-
sion from the date of its organization un-
less it is dissolved by act of its shareholders
or its franchise becomes forfeited by order
of the Jolnt Board.”

SBectlon 305. General powers: Empowers
mortgage insurance corporations to adopt
and use a corporate seal, to adopt bylaws, to
make contracts, etc.

Section 308. Citizenship: Provides that a
mortgage insurance corporation shall be
deemed a citizen of the State in which its
principal office is located.

Section 307. Capital requirements: Pro-
vides that the minimum subscribed initlal
capital shall be $25 million and shall be
represented by shares of stock each with a
par value of $100. No authorization to com-
mence business shall be granted by the Joint
Board to any mortgage insurance corpora-
tion until the Joint Board is satisfied that
initial capital in the amount of not less than
$56 million par value has been subscribed for
at not less than par and paild in full in cash.

Sectlon 308. Directors and officers: Pro-
vides for a board of directors of at least nine,
to be elected by the shareholders. The board
of directors is to elect the officers.

TITLE IV—MORTGAGE MAREKETING CORPORATIONS

Sectlon 401. Establishment: Provides for
establishment of mortgage marketing cor-
porations in the same manner as is provided
for mortgage insurance corporations in sec-
tion 301 above.

Section 402, Trading and debenture-issu-
ing authorization: Authorizes mortgage
marketing corporations to: (1) purchase,
sell, and service mortgages on one- to four-
family residential property and which are
insured by a mortgage insurance corporation
or insured or guaranteed by an agency of the
United States; (2) publish data with respect
to mortgages; (3) issue, with the approval
of the Joint Board, and to have outstanding
bonds, notes, or other obligations up to a
maximum of 20 times the sum of its capital,
surplus, reserves, and undistributed earn-
ings; (4) set underwriting fees, maturities,
interest rates, etc., within the limits of
standards prescribed by Joint Board regula-
tions; and (H) purchase its outstanding
obligations in the open market.

Section 403. Succession: Section 404. Gen-
eral powers; Section 405. Citizenship: Pro-
visions identical to those pertaining to
mortgage insurance corporations in sections
304, 305, and 306 above.

Section 406, Capital requirements: Pro-
vides that “A mortgage marketing corpora-
tion shall have a minimum initial subscribed

11077

capltal of $6 million, which shall be repre-
sented by shares of stock each with a par
value of $100.”

Section 407. Directors and officers. This
provision is identical to section 308 above,
which pertains to mortgage Iinsurance
corporations.

TITLE V—CHANGES IN RELATED STATUTES

Section 501. National Bank Act: Subsec-
tion (a) amends paragraph 7 of section 5136,
U.B. Revised Btatutes (12 U.S.C. 24) so as
to permit a national bank to purchase for
its own account shares in mortgage Insurance
corporations and/or mortgage marketing
corporations in an amount not exceeding 5
percent of the capital and surplus of the
bank in either type of corporation.

Subsection (b) amends the same statute
B0 as to permit a national bank to deal in,
underwrite and purchase for its own account,
obligations of mortgage marketing corpora-
tions.

Section 502, Federal Reserve Act: Amends
sectlon 24 of the Federal Reserve Act (12
US.C. 371) so as to exempt corporations
organized under the act from the maturity
and loan-value percentage limitations of that
section.

Section 503. I"ederal Home Loan Bank Act:
Amends section 11 of the Federal Home Loan
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1464(c)) so as to permit
8 Federal home loan bank to invest assets
in obligations of mortgage marketing cor-
porations to the same extent as it may in-
vest in obligations of the United States, In
obligations of the FNMA, and in other securl-
ties under present law.

Section b504. Home Owners Loan Act:
Amends section 5(c) of the Home Owners
Loan Act so as to permit a Federal savings
and loan assoclation, within certain limits,
to invest in stock of mortgage insurance
corporations and mortgage marketing corpo-
rations, and in obligations of the latter.

Section 5§05. Securities Act of 1933: Ex-
empts securities issued by mortgage in-
surance corporations and by mortgage mar-
keting corporations from the requirements
of the Securities Act of 1933.

Section 506. Investment Company Act of
1940: Exempts mortgage insurance corpora-
tions and mortgage marketing corporations
from the Investment Company Act of 1940.

SURPLUS PROPERTY FOR VOLUN-
TEER FIREFIGHTERS

Mr. EEATING. Mr, President, one of
the strongest traditions of American life,
with its roots deep in colonial history,
is that of volunteer community service—
service, without recompense, for the gen-
eral welfare of the whole community.
Among the most important and most
effective of the groups which have ren-
dered this kind of service are the volun-
teer firefighters. I am sure that many
of my colleagues can join me in recalling
in the distant days of childhood the ex-
citement of a fire, the hectic bucket
brigade, and all the other vivid mem-
ories of volunteer firefighting which
have lasted down to the present, un-
diminished in colorful detail.

As America has grown, of course, the
volunteers have in many instances had
to step aside for the stationhouse regu-
lars. In our big cities, only full-time
professionals can do the job. But volun-
teers have certainly not disappeared.
In many communities they are still the
only firefighters; and in many other
areas they constitute an important sup-
plemental force.

The volunteer firefighters are a vital
element of town life today; but their
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plight is not always a happy one. In
many communities, equipment is old,
outmoded, and virtually unusable. In
most of these towns and villages, funds
for replacements are scarce. Tax rates
are already high, for educational and
public health improvements. But there
is a simple way in which we can help
the publie-spirited volunteer firefighters.

The firefighters are not asking for, and
do not need, an application of the
“Washington reflex”; we do not have
to pour huge sums of money on their
problem. But there is an easy way in
which the Congress and the Government
of the United States can help.

The Federal Property and Administra-
tive Services Act of 1949, as amended,
provides for the donation of certain
classes of surplus Government property
to the States, for the purposes of educa-
tion, public health, and civil defense.
Included among these classes of donable
property are materials and equipment—
particularly truck chassis and water
tanks—which would be invaluable to the
volunteer firefighting associations. I
have received from such organizations
many letters telling of their attempts to
secure such equipment for use in their
communities. The Federal Govern-
ment’s answer is always the same, and
always discouraging: fighting fires does
not, under the existing law, qualify as
a civil defense activity.

Mr. President, this legal loophole
should be closed. If firefighting cannot
now be construed legally as civil defense,
it certainly ought to be. Today, I am
introducing a bill which would correct
this unfortunate situation, and would
make volunteer firefighting companies
eligible for the surplus property dona-
tions program, by specifically including
volunteer firefigchters within the scope
of civil defense. The costs involved could
hardly be more minimal; the benefits of
modern, workable firefighting equipment
to countless communities throughout the
Nation could hardly be greater.

In our Nation’s folklore, the marvel-
ous stories about fires and bucket bri-
gades involve nothing more complicated
than a pile of wooden buckets. Today,
somewhat regrettably, life has become
more complicated, and the buckets have
turned into trucks. In introducing this
bill, Mr. President, I respectfully urge
my colleagues in the Senate to consider
it carefully; I urge them to consider what
it means. It is the Congress’ responsi-
bility to “promote the general welfare.”
The bill which I now introduce would
be, in my opinion, a fine way to imple-
ment that responsibility.

Mr. President, I introduce this bill, and
ask that it be printed and referred to
the appropriate committee.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 3444) to amend the Fed-
eral Property and Administrative Serv-
ices Act of 1949 to permit donations of
surplus personal property to State agen-
cies for use by volunteer firefighting or-
ganizations, introduced by Mr. KeaTING,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

PROPOSED DECLARATION OF LEECH
LAKE, CASS LAKE, AND WINNIBI-
GOSHISH LAKE TO BE NONNAVI-
GABLE WATERS

Mr., HUMPHREY. Mr, President, I
introduce, for appropriate reference, a
bill to declare Leech Lake, Cass Lake,
and Winnibigoshish Lake to be non-
navigable waters of the United States.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 3445) to declare Leech
Lake, Cass Lake, and Winnibigoshish
Lake in the State of Minnesota to be
nonnavigable waters for certain pur-
poses, introduced by Mr. HUMPHREY, Was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Commerce.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
offer this proposed legislation to correct
a situation which has arisen in the Leech
Lake area of Minnesota in recent months
which has caused great concern and ap-
prehension to the members of that com-
munity.

By way of background, late last year
the Coast Guard announced that it
would enforce on the lakes that I have
mentioned the Federal navigation and
vessel inspection laws, such as the Motor-
boat Act of 1940 which regulates equip-
ment on certain vessels and the safe
operation of all vessels; the Small Pas-
senger-Carrying Vessel Inspection Act,
which established inspection standards
for small passenger-carrying vessels;
and the Federal Boating Act of 1958,
which requires that certain undocu-
mented motorboats be numbered.

Although these laws have been on the
statute books for some time, it was not
until late last year that the Coast Guard
decided to enforce this safety program in
the Leech Lake area. The reason which
it gives for not having done so prior to
this time is limitations of personnel and
equipment which made enforcement im-
possible.

As I have said, the people from the
Leech Lake area have been most dis-
turbed by the Coast Guard’s announce-
ment and they find it quite difficult to
understand why all of a sudden the Fed-
eral Government should enter into this
area—especially when there is no evi-
dence that the State of Minnesota is not
adequately inspecting and regulating
crafts on Leech Lake, Cass Lake, and
Winnibigoshish Lake. As a matter of
fact, in 1959 the Minnesota State Legis-
lature enacted a boat and water safety
act which called for the inspection and
enforcement of regulations with regard
to the craft operated upon the waters of
the State of Minnesota. As a result of
this act of the Minnesota Legislature,
there is a full-time paid deputy sheriff
in Cass County who does nothing but
supervise the administration of the law,
inspection of boats and the enforcement
thereof in the Leech Lake area. This is
the first time that they ever had this
needed service in the Leech Lake area,
and everyone concerned was most
pleased with it and it worked out quite
satisfactorily. But the Coast Guard’s
own admission, the Minnesota law “in-
corporates all the requirements of the
Federal boating laws.”
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Not only is there quite adequate in-
spection of boats in the Leech Lake area
at the present time by way of the action
of the State legislature, but also I find
it difficult to believe that the Congress in
enacting the statutes to which I have
referred . ever contemplated that they
would be used to cover the Leech Lake
area. The Coast Guard has determined
that Leech Lake is part of the navigable
waters of the United States. From a
strictly technical point of view this might
be the case, but I can tell my colleagues
that as a practical matter Leech Lake

can certainly not be considered navi-

gable. The Coast Guard argues that
Leech Lake in its original condition was
part of the network of waters used in
that area to transport goods in com-
merce. This, however, was before the
construction of a Federal dam which was
erected to control the water level of the
lake. I can state without fear of suc-
cessful contradiction that while Leech
Lake in the dim distant past might have
been part of a navigable chain of lakes,
such is not the case today. Anyone who
knows the Leech Lake area would laugh
at any suggestion that it would be so con-
sidered.

Therefore, I believe that the Federal
legislation in this regard was never in-
tended to cover the Leech Lake area.

To put it plainly, this as an area where
the Coast Guard does not need to use
its personnel. I suggest, if the Coast
Guard has extra personnel, they be used
on the coast in operations where they are
required,.

In view of the fact that there is ade-
quate boat regulation in the area now by
way of the action of the State of Minne-
sota, I ask that this bill be promptly
considered, reported, and enacted into
law to correct a situation which has been
a matter of great concern to the people
of that area.

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN PUBLIC
LANDS TO LINCOLN COUNTY,
NEV

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, on behalf
of my colleague, the junior Senator from
Nevada [Mr. Cannvon] and myself, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to direct the Secretary of the Interior
to convey certain public lands in the
State of Nevada to the county of Lincoln,
State of Nevada.

At the present time, the Federal Gov-
ernment owns about 87 percent of the
110,000 square miles that make up the
land area of Nevada. Most of its com-
munities are landlocked as a result of
these tremendous Federal holdings. In
addition, Lincoln County has been ad-
versely affected by the closing of its lead-
zine mines. Local people have been un-
able to interest industry to move into the
county because of the lack of land for
such purposes. By making this land
available to the community, it is hoped
that those citizens who have been dis-
tressed through the closing of the mines
will have an opportunity to rehabilitate
themselves in some other type of indus-
try. The bill provides that the 2,900
acres of land will be sold to the county
after appraisal for its fair market value.
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This legislation is vitally needed, and
I trust it will receive prompt attention
by the Congress.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 3448) to direct the Secre-
tary of the Interior to convey certain
public lands in the State of Nevada to
the county of Lincoln, State of Nevada,
introduced by Mr. BisLE (for himself and
Mr. CanwoN), was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

ADJUSTMENTS IN FOREIGN
SERVICE ANNUITIES

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, by
request, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill to provide for adjustments
in the annuities under the Foreign Serv-
ice retirement and disability system.

The proposed legislation has been re-
quested by the Department of State and
I am introducing it in order that there
may be a specific bill to which Members
of the Senate and the public may direct
their attention and comments.

I reserve my right of course, to sup-
port or oppose this bill, as well as any
suggested amendments to it, when the
matter is considered by the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
may be printed in the Recorp at this
point, together with the letter from the
Assistant Secretary of State, Mr. Dutton,
dated March 3, 1962, and an explanation
of the bill prepared by the Department
of State.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and without objection, the hill, letter,
and explanation will be printed in the
RECORD.

The bill (S. 3450) to provide for ad-
justments in the annuities under the
Foreign Service retirement and disabil-
ity system, introduced by Mr. SPARKMAN,
by request, was received, read twice by
its title, referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations and ordered to be
printed in the Recorb, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and Houe of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
first section of the Act of July 12, 1960 (74
SBtat. 371), is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

“(e) The benefits provided in subsection
(a) of this section are hereby extended to
not to exceed ten (10) participants who re-
tire and become entitled to receive an an-
nuity from the Foreign Service Retirement
and Disability Fund subsequent to June 30,
1962, and prior to June 30, 1963, whenever the
Secretary of State determines it to be in the
public interest to extend said benefits to any
such participant.”

The letter and explanation presented
by Mr. SpARKMAN are as follows:
DEFARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., May 3, 1962.
The Vice PRESIDENT,
U.S. Senate.

Dear Mg. Vice PRESIDENT: There is enclosed
draft legislation that will authorize an exten-
sion from June 30, 1962, to June 30, 1963, of
one of the provisions of Public Law 86-612
for a 10-percent increase in Foreign Service
annuities.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

A number of participants in the Foreign
Bervice retirement and disability system who
are eligible for voluntary retirement, subject
to the Secretary’s approval, have been able
to take advantage of this substantial annuity
increase by planning retirement prior to
June 30, 1962.

There are in the Service, however, a few
high ranking career officers eligible for vol-
untary retirement and the benefit of this
annuity increase whose services are needed
beyond June 30, 1962.

The Secretary is reluctant to disapprove
their applications for retirement in view of
the financial hardship this would impose
upon them by denying them the benefits of
Public Law 86-612.

This proposed legislation will enable the
Secretary to extend for periods up to 12
months the benefits off#ublic Law 86-612 to
the few officers who must be kept on duty
beyond its expiration date. This extension
of benefits will apply to not more than 10
officers of the Foreign Service.

Favorable action on this proposal will
greatly asslst the Secretary in the adminis-
tration of the Foreign Service.

The Bureau of the Budget advises that,
from the standpoint of the administration’s
program, there is no objection to the presen-
tation of this draft legislation to the Con-
gress.,

Sincerely yours,
FrREDERICK G. DUTTON,
Assistant Secretary
(For the Secretary of State).

(Enclosures: tab A, draft bill; tab B, ex-

planation of bill; tab C, cost estimate.)

DEPARTMENT OF STATE EXPLANATION OF BILL

The proposed bill provides authority for
the Secretary of State to extend the bene-
fits provided in subsection (a) of section 1
of Public Law 86-612, approved July 12, 1960,
to June 30, 1963, to not to exceed 10 officers
of the Foreign Service, when he determines
it to be in the public interest to do so.
Public Law 86-612 provides that the annuity
of any participant in the Foreign Service re-
tirement and disabllity system entitled to
receive an annulty on or before June 30, 1962,
shall be increased by 10 percent,

“Section 636 of the Foreign Service Act of
1946, as amended, provides that any par-
ticipant in the Foreign Service retirement
and disability system who is at least 50
years of age and has rendered 20 years
of service may, on his own application with
the consent of the Secretary of State, be re-
tired from the Service and receive an im-
mediate annuity. A number of participants
in the Foreign Service retirement and dis-
ability system have taken advantage of this
benefit which provides them with a sub-
stantial increase in annuity if their an-
nuity begins before June 30, 1962. The vol-
untary retirement of these participants is
dependent upon the approval of the Secre-
tary. In most Instances such approval is
granted. There are, however, in the Service
a few high ranking career officers who near-
ing mandatory retirement age, have elected
to apply for voluntary retirement because
of the benefits accruing to them under the
provisions of Public Law B6-612 whose serv-
ices are needed beyond June 30, 1962. The
Secretary is reluctant to disapprove their
applications for voluntary retirement in view
of the financial hardship this would impose
upon them by denying them the annuity
benefits of Public Law 86-612. On the other
hand, their continued service in the key po-
sitions to which they are assigned (most
of them are serving as Chiefs of Mission
or are assigned to other high level positions)
is in the public interest. This proposed
amendment would enable the Secretary to
extend, in his discretion, for additional
periods up to 12 months the benefits of Pub-
lic Law 86-612 to not to exceed 10 officers.
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE ESTIMATE OF COST

The estimated cost of this proposed legis-
lation, spread over a period of years, is:
$360,000.

. This cost estimate Is based on the assump-
tion that the provision of the bill will be
applicable to 10 officers whose average an-
nuity increase will be %1,800 per year and
that their life expectancy is 20 years
(10 $1,800 X 20 years=#$360,000). This will
be financed from the Foreign Service retire-
ment and disability system and will not re-
quire an appropriation.

RELIEF FOR RESIDENTIAL OCCU-
PANTS OF CERTAIN UNPATENTED
MINING CLAIMS

Mr., CHURCH. Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to provide relief for residential occupants
of unpatented mining claims upon which
valuable improvements have been placed,
and for other purposes. I wish to state
briefly the circumstances which, in my
judgment, indicate a need for the pas-
sage of this bill, and explain how it would
work to relieve situations where strong
and persuasive equities cannot now be
recognized under existing law.

In the mountain West, there is a long
tradition supporting the right of a pri-
vate citizen to go upon the public lands,
to stake a mining claim, and thereafter
to have and retain a possessory interest
immune to interference from anyone.
The power of the Government to chal-
lenge the validity of a mining claim has
been recognized, but the Government
traditionally has interfered little, and
locators and their successors in interest
have felt secure in their right to pos-
session.

Nothing in the mining laws requires
a locator to proceed to patent. He may
never do so, yet his estate is fully main-
tained in its integrity so long as the law,
which is a muniment of his claim, is
complied with. Thus, although some
miners obtain patent to their claims,
many others, content to enjoy their
right of possession to the exclusion of
third parties, have not undertaken the
expensive and protracted procedures
necessary to obtain a patent.

Often in the past, the mining locator
established his home upon his claim and
worked his claim from his home. These
homes have become, in many instances,
permanent residences for the prospec-
tor's heirs. By long-established custom,
mining claims embracing residential im-
provements have been sold for the value
of the improvements, the seller giving a
quitelaim deed.

Thus there can be found, throughout
the West, hundreds of unpatented
mining claims, valuable chiefly for the
fact that they have been used, some-
times for generations, as actual home-
sites, on a year-round or seasonable
basis, by families which have inherited
them from the original locators, or paid
value for the improvements, in reliance
upon the customs prevailing in the area
that effective title could be obtained by
gift, inheritance, or quitelaim deed.

But, for one of a variety of reasons,
many of the claims may not, in fact,
be patentable at the present time. In
some cases, the mineral veins which
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justified the original location have been
worked out. In others, mineral deposits
which would have sustained a patent ap-
plication some years ago will no longer
suffice, because rising costs and artifi-
cially fixed prices for the minerals have
rendered actual mining operations un-
economic. In still other cases, due to the
absence of surveys, or to inaccuracies
in them, such claims have been located
upon land which was, in fact, withdrawn
from mineral entry, or has since been
withdrawn, so that patent applications
will not lie.

In all such cases the claims are sub-
ject to invalidation at the initiative of
the Government. The situation was
further aggravated by the passage of
Public Law 167 of the 84th Congress.
This statute, enacted in 1955—more than
2 years before the beginning of my serv-
ice in the Senate—prohibits all uses not
reasonably incident to prospecting, min-
ing, or processing operations on un-
patented claims located after July 23,
1955. Moreover, it authorizes procedures
under which prior locators, or their suc-
cessors in interest, may be required to
prove the validity of their claims or be
subject to the same prohibitions. This
law has resulted in an intensified cam-
paign to drive out people who are using
their claims primarily for residential
purposes. As to those who have pur-
chased claims and given value in the
expectation that they would be allowed
to live on the claims, it means that the
rules of the game have been changed
while play was in progress, and the re-
sults, in many cases, have been grossly
unfair.

Although the residential uses which I
have described present an anomaly to
the law, it is clear that there are, in
many cases, substantial equities based
on custom, need, and value given, in fa-
vor of the users. It is to the problem of
resolving the anomaly, while recognizing
the equities, that this bill I am introdue-
ing is directed.

It would authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to convey the fee or any
lesser interest in tracts of 5 acres or
less to any person occupying a mining
claim for residential purposes on Jan-
uary 10, 1962, provided the claim is de-
clared invalid or relinquished. Any
conveyance under the bill would be
made at fair market value—exclusive
of any improvements placed on the land
by the applicant or his predecesors in
interest—as of the date of enactment
of the bill, less any equities possessed
by the claimant and his predecessors in
interest. In any case, however, the pur-
chase price would not be less than 50
percent of the fair market value of the
land. Applications would have to be
filed within 5 years, and the right to
apply would not be assignable.

In cases where the Secretary finds
that the public interest would not be
served by such a conveyance, or where
the land is withdrawn for a purpose
which does not admit of a waiver by the
responsible head of the administering
agency, the Secretary would have au-
thority to grant, under appropriate reg-
ulations, a preference right to purchase
another fract of land, 5 acres or less in
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size, upon payment of a fair price to the
Government.

Mr. President, it is not the way of
a just Government to disturb arrange-
ments, sanctioned by time and custom,
which can be regularized without injury
to the public interest. This the bill
seeks to do.

Senators will be interested to know
that a similar measure, limited origi-
nally to apply only to his home State of
California, was introduced in the House
by Mr, JoHNSON, on March 15. With
amendments suggested by the Interior
Department and the Forest Service, the
bill has been reported from the House
Subcommittee on Public Lands to the
full Interior Committee. Testimony fa-
vorable to its objectives was received
from administration spokesmen. I am
hopeful that both Houses of the Con-
gress can move speedily to agreement
on a measure which will permit humane
and equitable solutions to the problems
now faced by this large group of resi-
dents on the public lands.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill will be
printed in the Recorp.

The bill (S. 3451) to provide relief
for residential occupants of unpatented
mining claims upon which valuable im-
provements have been placed, and for
other purposes, introduced by Mr.
CHURCH, was received, read twice by its
title, referred to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs, and ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senale and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Interior may convey to any
occupant of an unpatented mining claim
which is determined by the Secretary, after
due process, fo be invalid an area within
the claim of not more than (a) five acres or
(b) the acreage actually occupied by him,
whichever is less. The Secretary may make
a like conveyance to any occupant of an
unpatented mining claim who, after notice
from a qualified officer of the United States
that the claim is belleved to be invalid, re-
linquishes to the United States all right in
and to such claim which he may have under
the mining laws or who within two years
prior to the date of this Act, relinquished
such rights to the United States or had his
unpatented mining claim invalidated after
due process. Any conveyance authorized by
this section, however, shall be made only to
a qualified applicant, as that term is defined
in section 2 of this Act, who applies therefor
within five years from the date of this Act
and upon payment of the amount estab-
lished pursuant to sectlon 5 of this Act.

As used in this section, the term “quali-
fied officer of the United States” means the
Secretary of the Interior or an employee of
the Department of the Interior so designated
by him: Provided, That the Secretary of the
Interior may delegate his authority to des-
ignate qualified officers to the head of any
other department or agency of the United
States with respect to lands within the ad-
ministrative jurisdiction of that department
or agency.

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this Act a qual-
ified applicant is a seasonal or year-round
residential occupant-owner, as of January
10, 1962, of land now or formerly in an un-
patented mining claim upon which valuable
improvements had been placed.
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Sec. 3. Where the lands have been with-
drawn in aid of a function of a Federal
department or agency other than the De-
partment of the Interlor, or of a State,
county, municipality, water district, or other
local governmental subdivision or agency,
the Secretary of the Interlor may make con-
veyances under section 1 of this Act, only
with the consent of the head of that gov-
ernmental unit and under such terms and
conditions as that unit may deem necessary.

Sec. 4. Where the Secretary of the Interior
determines that a disposition under section
1 of this Act is not in the public interest
or the consent required by section 3 of this
Act is not given, the applicant after arrange-
ments satisfactory to the Secretary of the
Interior are made for the termination of his
occupancy and for settlement of any labil-
ity for unauthorized use, will be granted by
the Secretary, under such rules and regula-
tions for procedure as the Secretary may
prescribe, a preference right to purchase any
other tract of land, five acres or less in area,
from those tracts made avallable for sale
under this Act by the Secretary of the In-
terior, from the unappropriated and unre-
served lands and those lands subject to
classification under section 7 of the Taylor
Grazing Act, upon the payment of the
amount determined under section 5 of this
Act. Sald preference right must be exercised
within two years from and after the date of
its grant.

Sgc. 5. The Secretary of the Interior prior
to any conveyance under this Act shall de-
termine the fair market value of the lands
involved (exclusive of any improvements
placed thereon by the applicant or by his
predecessors in interest) or interests in lands
as of the date of this Act. In establishing
the purchase price to be paid by the claim-
ant to the Government for land, or interests
therein, the Secretary shall take into con-
sideration any equities of the claimant and
his predecessors in interest, including condi-
tions of prior use and occupancy. In any
event the purchase price to be paid to the
Government shall not exceed the fair market
value of the land or interest therein to be
conveyed as of the effective date of this Act
nor be less than 50 per centum of such value.

Sec. 6. The execution of a conveyance au-
thorized by section 1 of this Act shall not
relieve any occupant of the land conveyed
of any liability, existing on the date of sald
conveyance, to the United States for unau-
thorized use of the conveyed lands or in-
terests in lands, except to the extent that
the Secretary of the Interior deems equitable
in the circumstances. Relief under this sec-
tion shall be limited to those persons who
have filed applications for conveyances pur-
suant to this Act within five years from the
enactment of this Act. Except where a
mining claim has been or may be located at
a time when the land included therein is
withdrawn from er otherwise not subject to
such location, or where a mining claim was
located after July 28, 1955, no trespass
charges shall be sought or collected by the
United States based upon occupancy of such
mining claim, whether residential or other-
wise, for any perlod preceding the final ad-
ministrative determination of the invalidity
of the mining claim by the Secretary of the
Interior or the voluntary relinquishment of
the mining claim, whichever occurs earlier.
Nothing in this Act shall be construed as
creating any llability for trespass to the
United States.

Sec 7. (a) In any conveyance under this
Act there shall be reserved to the United
States (1) all minerals and (2) the right of
the United States, its lessees, permittees, and
licensees to enter upon the land and to
prospect for, drill for, mine, treat, store,
tr , and remove leasable minerals and
mineral materials and to use so much of the
surface and subsurface of such lands as may
be necessary for such purposes, and when-
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ever reasonably necessary, for the purpose
of prospecting for, drilling for, mining, treat-
ing, storing, transporting, and removing such
minerals on or from other lands.

(b) The leasable minerals and mineral ma-
terials so reserved shall be subject to dis-
posal by the United States in accordance
with the provisions of the applicable laws
in force at the time of such disposal.

(c) Subject to valid existing rights, upon
issuance of a patent or other instrument of
conveyance under this Act, the locatable
minerals reserved by this section shall be
withdrawn from all forms of appropriation
under the mining laws.

(d) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to preclude a grantee, holding any
lands conveyed under this Act, from granting
to any person or firm the right to prospect or
explore for any class of minerals for which
mining locations may be made under the
United States mining laws on such terms and
conditions as may be agreed upon by sald
grantee and the prospector, but no mining
location shall be made thereon so long as
the withdrawal directed by this Act is in
effect,

(e) A fee owner of the surface of any
lands conveyed under this Act may at any
time make application to purchase, and the
Secretary of the Interior shall sell to such
owner, the interests of the United States in
any and all locatable minerals within the
boundaries of the lands owned by such own-
er, which lands were patented or otherwise
conveyed under this Act with a reservation
of such minerals to the United States. All
sales of such interests shall be made ex-
pressly subject to valid existing rights. Be-
fore any such sale is consummated, the sur-
face owner shall pay to the Secretary of the
Interior the sum of the fair market value
of the interests sold, and the cost of ap-
praisal thereof, but in no event less than
the sum of $50 per sale and the cost of ap-
praisal of the locatable mineral interests.
The Secretary of the Interior shall issue
thereupon such instruments of conveyance
as he deems appropriate.

Sec. 8. Rights and privileges under this
Act shall not be assignable, but may pass
through devise or descent.

AMENDMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE
AMENDMENTS OF 1962

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am today submitting an amend-
ment to the public welfare amendments
of 1962, H.R. 10606, which I intend to
call up at the appropriate time.

The social security amendments of
1954, which made old-age and survivors
insurance coverage available to most em-~
ployees under State or local retirement
systems, continued the exclusion of po-
licemen and firemen. Since 1954 the So-
cial Security Act has been amended at
various times to permit specified States
to extend social security coverage to po-
licemen and firemen who are under
State or local retirement systems, until
at present 17 States may provide such
coverage. The amendment which I in-
troduce would permit Louisiana to cover
policemen on the same basis permitted
in the 17 States now named in the law.
This amendment would not apply to fire-
men in Louisiana; they would continue
to be excluded under the Federal law.

Under the proposed amendment the
State of Louisiana could modify its cov-
erage agreement with the Secretary of
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare to extend social security
coverage, under the established referen-
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dum procedure, to policemen employed
by the State, or to other local political
subdivisions—cities, parishes, and so
forth—of the State. Under this referen-
dum procedure, coverage may be extend-
ed to the retirement system group in-
volved only if a majority of those eligible
to vote indicate in a secret referendum
that they desire coverage. Upon a fa-
vorable vote, all members of the group
in positions covered by the State or lo-
cal system could be covered under social
security, including persons who are in-
eligible to become participating members
of the retirement system. Where police-
men are in a retirement system with
other classes of employees, they may, at
the option of the State, hold a separate
referendum and be covered as a separate
group.

I ask that the amendment be received
and appropriately referred.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be received, printed, and ap-
propriately referred.

The amendment was ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed.

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS
SATELLITE SYSTEM — AMEND-
MENTS

Mr. MILLER submitted amendments,
intended to be proposed by him, to the
bill (H.R. 11040) to provide for the
establishment, ownership, operation,
and regulation of a commercial com-
munications satellite system, and for
other purposes, which were ordered to
lie on the table and to be printed.

HOSPITAL MODERNIZATION ACT OF
1962—ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF
BILL

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of June 13, 1962, the name of Mr.
Lone of Hawaii was added as an addi-
tional cosponsor of the bill (S. 3407) to
provide for Federal assistance on a com-
bination grant and loan basis in order
to improve patient care in public and
other nonprofit hospitals and nursing
homes through the modernization or re-
placement of those institutions which
are structurally or functionally obsolete,
and for other purposes, introduced by
Mr. Crark (for himself and other Sen-
ators) on June 13, 1962,

EXTENSION OF THE TEMPORARY
EXTENDED UNEMPLOYMENT COM-
PENSATION PROGRAM — ADDI-
TIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILL

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of June 13, 1962, the names of
Senators Case of New Jersey, HUMPHREY,
MEeTrcaLr, Youne of Ohio, McGEeg, DoUG-
1.AS, CLARK, GRUENING, NEUBERGER, JAVITS,
and WiLLiams of New Jersey, were added
as additional cosponsors of the bill (S.
3411) to extend the temporary extended
unemployment compensation program,
to increase the rate of the Federal un-
employment tax for taxable year 1964,
and for other purposes, introduced by
Mr. McCarTHY (for himself and Mr.
HarT) on June 13, 1962.
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NOTICE OF RECEIPT OF NOMINA-
TIONS BY COMMITTEE ON FOR-
EIGN RELATIONS

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Relations, I desire to announce that the
Senate has received the nominations of
Philip D. Sprouse, of Tennessee, to be
Ambassador to the Kingdom of Cam-
bodia; William H. Orrick, Jr., of Cali-
fornia, to be Deputy Under Secretary of
State; and the following-named Foreign
Service officers for promotion from class
1 to the class of career minister:

Samuel D. Berger, of New York;

Edmund A. Gullion, of Kentucky;

Martin J. Hillenbrand, of Illinois;

John D. Jernegan, of California;

Thomas C. Mann, of Texas;

Robert McClintock, of California;

Frederick E. Nolting, Jr., of Virginia;

Joseph Palmer 2d, of California;

G. Frederick Reinhardt, of California;

William M. Rountree, of Maryland;

Roy Richard Rubottom, Jr., of Texas;

John W. Tuthill, of Illinois; and

William R. Tyler, of the District of
Columbia.

In accordance with the committee
rule, these pending nominations may
not be considered prior to the expira-
tion of 6 days of their receipt in the
Senate.

THE ROSTOW PAPER ON AMERICAN
STRATEGY

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
am sorry that I was not in attendance
Monday when our distinguished minor-
ity leader, Senator DIRKSEN, called atten-
tion to published reports concerning the
so-called Rostow paper on American
strategy. But I should like to add my
voice now to his request for an examina-
tion by an appropriate committee of the
Senate into the strange thesis that the
Soviet Union is “mellowing,” and that
both the United States and Russia are
losing power and authority in their re-
spective worlds.

Mr. President, we have long heard un-
official reports about this new strategy
paper being prepared by the chairman
of the policy planning board of the State
Department. AsIunderstand, the docu-
ment was prepared as a guide for future
decisions by the President and the Na-
tional Security Council. If this is the
case, it undoubtedly must be regarded
as an extremely important policy device,
and worthy of the closest attention by
the Senate of the United States. And, if
it presages historic changes in American
foreign policy, I believe we should be told
about it at the earliest possible time.

From what we know of the Rostow
paper, based on the unofficial, but seem-
ingly authoritative, accounts appearing
in the Chicago Tribune on June 17 and
18, it is based on a ridiculously false as~
sumption that Russia is maturing in a
fashion that would lend itself to honor-
able dealing with the United States. Ap-
parently, Mr, President, through the
medium of one paper, based largely on
Mr. Rostow’s hopes, rather than the hard
realities of the situation, the State De-
partment would have the President and
the National Security Council adopt a
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new, hazardous, and patently futile
course in the cold war.

As a policy device, the Rostow paper
sounds to me like the most dangerous
document in America.

The line of reasoning that shows
through in these first accounts of the
contents of the Rostow paper is not new.
‘We had a preview of this kind of fuzzy-
minded reasoning in a publication called
“The Liberal Papers,” The idea seems
to be that changes have taken place in
the capital of world communism since
Mr. Ehrushchev took over, and that we
can make use of these changes through
a calculated policy of appeasement and
soft speaking. This dangerous concept
rests on the assumption that now—all of
a sudden—the Communists are inter-
ested in reducing world tensions, and
may be willing to follow us in a series
of unilateral acts designed to this end.

Mr. President, this is the worst kind
of liberal wishful thinking; and it is so
alien to the thinking of Congress and of
the American people that apparently
even Mr. Rostow concedes that it will re-
quire a high-powered selling campaign.
I understand that the new strategy paper
admits with great candor that the think-
ing of the American people will have to
be adjusted to this bold, new approach.
In this, we have another example of the
administration’s constant preoccupation
with the idea that Congress and the
American people do not know what is
best for them or the country. It is part
and parcel of the idea that the American
people must be “brainwashed” into
changing their views for their own good.

Well, Mr. President, I should like to
say that the American people have al-
ways known what was best for them.
They may not have the same level of “so-
phistication” that the New Frontier in-
sists upon, but they do know that Russia
is not mellowing. They do know that
the Communists cannot be trusted. And
they do know that appeasement in the
present world crisis is of one piece with
a policy of surrender.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in
the Recorp, in connection with my re-
marks, two articles from U.S.A, an
American bulletin of fact and opinion,
published in 1956 and 1957. The articles
are entitled “The Brothers Rostow” and
“The Millikan-Rostow Report,” and were
written by Alice Widener.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From U.S.A, Aug. 16, 1957]
THE BROTHERS ROSTOW
(By Alice Widener)

“If a man has one head, it's good, but if
another clever man comes to visit him, it
would be better still, for then there will be
two heads and not only one.”

“One head is good but two are better,” the
prosecuter put in impatiently. (Feodor
Dostoevski, “The Brothers Karamazov,"”
Book XII, IIT, “A Judicial Error.”)

Relatively unknown to the American pub=-
le, but extraordinarily influential in the
fields of economics, law, and international
aflairs, are the brothers Rostow—Eugene V.
and W. W.

Eugene V. Rostow s Dean of the Law
School at Yale University.
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W. W. (Walt Whitman) Rostow is & pro-
fessor at the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology Center for International Studies.

Each of the Rostow brothers has won high
honors and holds a high post in the academic
world. Each has occupied positions of heavy
responsibility in the U.S. Government and
in the United Nations,

Prolific writers, they are busily engaged
in telling Americans what they should do
and how to do it. Yet close study of the
Rostow brothers’ views—as expressed in their
own writings—has lead this writer to form
the opinion that W. W. Rostow is bent on
persuading Americans to squander a large
part of their wealth, and Eugene V. Rostow
is bent on hindering their ability to acquire
it.

A PAIR, EVEN AND EQUAL

The 1956-57 edition of “Who's Who in
America” shows that the Rostow brothers
were born in Brooklyn, N.¥Y., Eugene V. in
1913, W. W. in 1816. Both hold degrees from
Yale University; both studied at universities
in England, Eugene at Cambridge, W. W. as
a Rhodes scholar at Oxford.

During World War II, Eugene served as
speclal assistant to Assistant Secretary of
State Dean Acheson, and W. W, served in the
088,

Two years ago, each of the Rostow brothers
received a very large amount of tax-exempt
support for the furtherance of his economic
and social ideas.

In December 1955, the Ford Foundation
gave $1,600,000 to Yale Law School in order
that it might finance a revision of the cur-
riculum under the direction of Dean Eugene
V. Rostow. He promptly announced to the
press that the new curriculum would become
“unique in the world"” and its prineipal pur-
pose would be “to improve Yale's methods
of relating the study of law to history, phi-
losophy and the social sclences.”?

In October 1955, the Carnegle Foundation
gave a 8-year grant to the Massachusetts In-
stitute Center for International Studies in
order that Professor W. W. Rostow might
direct the drawing of “a new natlonal por-
trait of the United States in a world setting.” 2

A most significant fact In the Rostow
brothers’ careers is that each served in Ge-
neva, Switzerland, as Asslstant Executive
Secretary to Gunnar Mpyrdal, Executive
Becretary of the United Nations Economic
Commission for Europe. W. W. Rostow held
the post during 1947-40, and was succeeded
by his brother, Eugene, who held it during
1049-50.2

Gunnar Myrdal (Swedish economist and
soclal sclentist who severely hurt the econ-
omy of his native land by engineering its
disastrous pro-Communist trade agreement
with the Soviet Unlon after World War II)
is the author of “An American Dilemma"
and the recently published “An International
Economy,” books that are among the most
radically leftist documents of the 20th
century.

MEASURE FOR MEASURE

It 1s not surprising that Myrdal picked
the brothers Rostow as his special executive
assistants; the three men are intellectually
compatible, strong supporters of concepts
originally embodied in the proposed U.N.
Havana Charter of 1948. Wholly rejected
by the U.S. Congress, this Charter called for
socialization of the world, including the
United States.

Today the dauntless brothers Rostow con-
tinually seek to implement the Havana
Charter's alm of creating a single world
BSoclalist economy, and each strives unceas-
ingly for adoption of a measure essential to
success.

i1 New York Herald Tribune, Dec. 5, 1955.
2 New York Times, Oct. 2, 1955.
*New York Times, Sept. 14, 1949.
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Prof. W. W. Rostow advocates adop-
tion of BUNFED (a maultibillion-dollar
Special United Nations Pund for Economic
Development of the so-called “underde-
veloped” nations), and if not SUNFED it-
self, then what Senator HUBErRT HUMPHREY
approvingly calls “the SUNFED philosophy.”

Dean Eugene V. Rostow advocates adoption
of the U.N. Restrictive Business Practices
Proposal which would set up U.N. control
over all American business.

Let us examine each of these Rostow-
revived proposals:

In sponsoring the SUNFED philosophy (as
expressed in the Millikan-Rostow Report sub-
mitted to the U.S. National Security Council
in 1956, a report which has greatly influenced
the U.S. International Development ILoan
Fund proposed now before Congress *), Prof.
W. W. Rostow wants the United States
to make a lump sum appropriation of $10,-
000,000,000 to $12,000,000,000 to be spent
“without any sort of military or political
strings attached"” during a five-year period
on grants-in-ald and on long term, low cost,
unprofitable loans to “underdeveloped"”
nations. Professor Rostow doesn't expect this
squandering of U.S. taxpayers’ money ‘to
win friends"” for the United States or to
“foster free enterprise.” He appears to be
wholly unworried by the prospect that his
plan would mortgage a large part of our
country’s future wealth and would make in-
ternational captives out of our hardworking
taxpayers.®

To insure the “success” of the SUNFED
plan under its allas “The Millikan-Rostow
Report,” Prof. W. W. Rostow envisages adop-
tion of all the international economic con-
trols that are standard operating procedure
for Soclalist schemes: international price
stabilization, food and fiber banks, currency
control, elimination of U.S. tariffs, control
over production, consumption and distribu-
tion of agricultural products and manufac-
tured goods.

Like all Socialist 5-year plans, Professor
Rostow's is just a starter. On page 59 of
the Millikan-Rostow Report, he and coauthor
Max Millikan of MIT declare: “Although an
initial 5-year allocation is recommended, the
plan would look ahead for a longer period,
at least a decade.”

PROFITLESS PLAN

Also according to Soclalist dogma, the
profit motive is banned from such U.S.-
financed, Rostow-devised dealings with for-
eign lands. On page 79 of the Millikan-
Rostow report there is the flat assertion:

“The narrow criterion of whether a devel-
opment project can repay from its own reve-
nues is at best irrelevant and at worst may
be serlously misleading.”

Thus it is perfectly clear that W, W. Ros-
tow wants the United States to put up at
least $20 to $24 billion for a scheme in which
profits are at best “irrelevant” and at worst
“misleading.”

This explains why this writer is of the
opinion that one of the brothers Rostow—
namely, W. W.—wants to squander a large
part of the Natlon's wealth.

NO COUNSEL, JUDGE, OR JURY

And now how about the congressionally
rejected UN. proposal sponsored by Dean
Eugene V. Rostow, a scheme called the U.N.
Restrictive Business Practices Proposal?

Quite simply, this proposal would set up
iron control over all American business by
establishing a UN. Commission (adminis-
tered by international bureaucrats including
Communists) empowered to bring legal
charges of “monopolistic practices” and “re-

¢ “The Proposed Development Loan Fund,”
June 1957, International Cooperation Admin-
istration, Washington, D.C. i

s“The Milllkan-Rostow Report,” USA.,
vol. III, No. 19, Sept. 28, 1056.
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strictive business practices' against Ameri-
can corporations which would be deprived—
among other dire results—of the right to be
represented by counsel of their own choosing,
and of the right to trial by judge and jury.®
In 1954, a former Assistant Secretary of
State told this writer that the sponsors of
the U.N. Restrictive Business Practices Pro-
posal "operate on the theory that the best
way to atomize the institution of capitalism
is to the institution of the corpora-
tion in its U.S. setting which is the last
stronghold of free enterprise capitalism.”

HIGH ON THE DEAN’S LIST

Is Dean Eugene V. Rostow of the Yale Law
School trying to wreak such destruction?

To answer this question, it is necessary to
read his writings and to study his record.

A major part of the answer lies in the “Re-
port of the Attorney General's National Com-
mittee To BStudy the Antitrust Laws" of
March 81, 19556. This U.S. Government
document explains on page IV:

“On June 26, 1953, Attorney General Her-
bert Brownell announced his intention to
establish a National Committee to Study
the Antitrust Laws. At the same time, the
Presldent of the United States expressed
the hope that this group would ‘provide
an important instrument to prepare the way
for modernizing and strengthening our laws
to preserve American free enterprise against
monopoly and unfair competition.’*

Dean Eugene V. Rostow of Yale Law
Bchool was among the 63 lawyers, economists
and professors appointed in 1958 to serve on
this committee. Two years later, when its
official report was issued, the fact became ap-
parent that there had been severe dissension
among the committee members, and that the
principal dissenter from the majority view
was Dean Rostow.

Pages 98, 99, and 100 of the report show
that Eugene V. Rostow strongly condemned
the Committee’s refusal to support the U.N.
Restrictive Business Practices Proposal.
Dean Rostow's own words (p. 100) show
that this U.N. proposal is indeed based on
the congressionally abhorred Havana Char-
ter, even though in 1954 the State Depart-
ment officially denled the proposal’'s rela-
tionship to that charter in a statement made
to the U.N. correspondent of the New York
Daily News.

Dean Rostow wrote in the 1955 report:

The International Trade Organization
Charter of Havana, of 1948, contained an
important chapter of restrictive business
practices.

With the failure of the Havana Charter
the Government [actually a small, deter-
mined group of officlals of the State De-
partment] made earnest attempts through
several international bodies to revive the
idea. Finally, by resolution of the Economic
and Soclal Council of the United Nations,
an international committee was appointed
to study the problem and to make recom-
mendations for action. That committee
* & * has proposed draft articles of agree-
ment through which machinery of interna-
tional cooperation could be established for
dealing directly with restrictive business
practices, These draft articles are largely
based on the corresponding substantive pro-
visilons of the Havana Charter.

Even though the Eisenhower administra-
tion has withdrawn former State Department
support of the U.N restrictive business prac-
tices proposal, and even though David C.
Murchison, legal adviser to the Chairman of
the Federal Trade Commission, in 1955 testi-
fied before the Senate Subcommittee on An-
titrust and Monopoly that the U.N. proposal
has “no basic ural safeguards which
we are used to in this counfry.” Dean Rostow
branded the national committee's failure to

¢ “U.N. Czar to Rule U.S. Business?”’ UB.A,,
vol. I, No. 20, Dec. 17, 1954.
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endorse the U.N. scheme as ‘the most serious
defect in our report.”

THE DEAN'S ADVICE

This 1955 report of Attorney General Brow-
nell's national committee shows even great-
er evidence of Eugene V. Rostow's desire to
change the structural organization of the
corporation in its U.S. setting, and to re-
organize this structure according to the So-
cialist concept of competition and of free
enterprise.

Like BSocialists’ concepts of democracy,
Rostow's concept of these terms appears to
be wholly different from traditional Ameri-
can definitions. All Soclalists believe that
true competition and real free enterprise can
take place only under socialism, i.e., under
a system of governmental controls prevent-
ing any kind of private management of busi-
ness, frowning on any kind of bigness except
that of Big Government, and regarding busi-
nessmen as a class of would-be monopolists
addicted by nature to restrictive practices.

On page 385, 386, and 387 of the national
committee’s report on their study of our
antitrust laws, there is the following text
of Dean Rostow’s minority views as expressed
in his own words:

“Except by implication, our report does not
answer the key question the Attorney Gen-
eral put to us: the adequacy of the anti-
trust laws in relation to the competitive

ss the law is intended to maintain.

“Thus we have not commented even on the
conspicuous failure of the Department of
Justice and the Federal Trade Commission
to undertake seriously the enforcement of
section 7 of the Clayton Act [a section deal-
ing with corporate acquisitions of stock and
assets]. In the midst of a merger movement
raising obvlous antitrust questions in almost
every day’s newspaper, it is, in my view, a
defect of the report that we have not urged
prompt action in an appropriate case to ob-
tain an authoritative classification of sec-
tion 7.

“I shall go further, and recommend that
the Department of Justice and the Federal
Trade Commission establish regular pro-
cedures for drawing on the resources of eco-
nomic analysis and knowledge in selecting
cases of the greatest possible public im-

ce for prosecution. * * * the poten-
tial contribution of the antitrust laws to our
economic and social development cannot be
realized without well planned enforcement
programs.

“I deplore the absence in the report of the
following recommendation:

" ‘We also belleve that the antitrust laws
should be enforced not only to prevent re-
course to restrictive practices * * * but,
where appropriate, to accomplish structural
changes in these industries.'”

In a final dissent from the national com-
mittee’s findings that American business has
suffered from too much antitrust enforce-
ment, Dean Rostow declared there has been
“too little.”

It is obvious through study of the fore-
going that what Dean Eugene Rostow of
Yale Law School advocates in hils minority
opinion is for the Justice Department to
select for antitrust prosecution those cases
which can attract the widest publicity. It is
also obvious that he hopes to accomplish
through such arbitrary prosecution a struec-
tural change in American industry, a change
arising from presumption of guilt in
mergers which he believes will be restrictive
of competition in the future.

This explains why this writer is of the
opinion that one of the brothers Rostow—
namely, Eugene V.—wants to limit Ameri-
cans’ ability to acquire wealth.

THE FREE RIGHT OF ACQUISITION
Now what really is our modern situation
concerning antitrust laws, and what is or
should be legal and illegal in modern times
of great industrial development?
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A few weeks ago, Donald Rogers, business
and financial editor of the New York Herald
Tribune, pointed out that “there is no legal
roadmap” to guide the Justice Department
and Federal Trade Commission in adminis-
tering antitrust laws, and he said “the anti-
trust jungle is still uncharted.”

Mr. Rogers declared that section 7 of the
Clayton Act as amended under the Truman
administration in 1950 to include what is
known as the Antimerger Act Is “dangerous
stuff” which limits the national ability to
acquire wealth by limiting ecorporations’
right to acquire assets of other corporations.”
Yet the Antimerger Act is heavily endorsed
by Dean Rostow.

Mr. Rogers accused the Antitrust Division
of the Justice Department of recently adopt-
ing an antibusiness strategy which is using
section 7 of the Clayton Act in a “rash of
new cases” to persecute American business-
men, Yet this is the strategy urged by Dean
Rostow in his minority opinion.

Stripped of legal double talk, section 7 of
the Clayton Act—as originally drawn in 1914
and especially as amended in 1850—robs
Americans of their free right of acquisition.

The 1950 Antimerger Act, so much ad-
mired by Dean Rostow, prevents corpora-
tions from acquiring assets of other corpora-
tions whenever such acquisition “may be"
harmful in the future, even though no past
or present action by the acquiring corpora-
tion shows evil intent or result.

Under leftist interpretation of the words
“may be,” American businessmen and
stockholders can be stripped of their basic
rights under the Constitution of the United
States: their free right to acquire and hold
private property, and their right to be re-
garded as innocent until proved guilty.

Yet apparently this leftist interpretation
is strongly favored by the influential Dean
Eugene V. Rostow of Yale Law School.

MINORITY FPREVAILS

Dean Rostow is so very influential, it
seems, that his minority view of how anti-
trust laws should be enforced has evidently
become the present policy of the Justice De-
partment Antitrust Division and has heavily
swayed a majority of Supreme Court Jus-
tices.

In the historical American matter of mi-
nority-majority disputes, there is a very in-
teresting case which occurred nearly 30 years
ago. Then the Communist Party of the
U.S.A. held an election in which leader Jay
Lovestone defeated candidate William Foster
by a huge majority, but Stalin summoned
both men to Moscow, made Foster the vic-
tor, and declared: “In this case the minority
is the majority.” *

That was that.

As has been shown, Dean Rostow in 1953-
54 reproached the majority of the Attorney
General’'s own committee for not insisting
that section 7 of the Clayton Act be used in
prosecutions of business corporations.

Strange to relate, the Supreme Court, in
its decision of June 8, 1957, found E. I. du
Pont de Nemours guilty of having violated
the antitrust laws, not on traditional Sher-
man Act grounds but on those of section 7
of the Clayton Act covering Du Pont’s acqui-
sition of 23 percent of General Motors stock
during 1917-19.

Reliable sources say that until the Su-
preme Court decision was handed down In
the Du Pont case, the defendants—who
pleaded their case mainly according to tra-
ditional Sherman Act issues—had no idea
that “the setup of the Clayton Act would
have any importance at all.”

7“The Antibusiness Strategy,” U.S8.A., vol.
IV, No. 14, July 19, 1957.

* “Stalin’s Speeches to the American Com-
munist Party,"” published by Central Com-
mittee, Communist Party, U.S.A., New York,
1929.
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This is confirmed by Supreme Court Jus-
tice Burton’s minority opinion which de-
clared: *This Court, ignoring the Sherman
Act issues which have been the focal point
of 8 years of litigation, now holds that Du
Pont's acquisition [made nearly 40 years
ago] * * * violates section 7 of the Clayton
Act.”

Events of the past 3 years have made it
crystal clear that Dean Rostow's antitrust
strategy is now being followed by the Anti-
trust Division of the Justice Department,
both as to “selecting cases of the greatest
possible public importance [publicity]” and
in newly and rigidly enforcing the vaguely
written Clayton Act.

THE DEFENDANTS

Almost inexplicably, and most unfortu-
nately for the good reputation of private
enterprise in the free world, two of the most
important recent antitrust prosecutions in-
volve defendants under constant attack by
the Soviet Union as “monopolists.”

In July 1954, the Justice Department chose
a crucial moment immediately following the
heroic overthrow of the pro-Communist Ar-
benz government by the people of Guate-
mala to announce its antitrust suit against
United Fruit Co., a major American inves-
tor in that country and a great contributor
to its welfare. The name “United Fruit Co.”
is viciously used by the Communists as an
anti-American, anticapitalist slogan. In
fact, Soviet Delegate Arkady Sobolev has
time and again attacked United Fruit Co. by
name in the United Nations General Assem-
bly, spewing forth a stream of Red lies about
the company.

And now another prime Soviet target of
today, E. I. du Pont de Nemours (whose ex-
ecutives were smeared as “merchants of
death” by Communists and leftwingers prior
to Pearl Harbor, but who are now gratefully
praised by our country for their great share
in winning World War II) is gravely hurt by
unjustified use of the Clayton Act as a sneak,
anticapitalist weapon.

In the July 19, 1957, issue of U.S.A., Her-
bert A. Philbrick, an outstanding analyst of
Communist activities, pointed out that, in
February of this year, the National Commit-
tee of the Communist Party, U.S.A., called
for creation of a powerful “antimonopoly
coalition” against “the giant corporations”
as the main strategy of the Communists'
“path ahead."”

THE EMOTIONAL DEAN

It is exceedingly strange that the present
Republican administration's path ahead
should be so heavily influenced by Dean
Eugene V. Rostow’s views, for it is almost
impossible to find a person who has pub-
licly attacked the good name of Gen. Dwight
D. Eisenhower so disgracefully as Dean Ros-
tow.

On October 20, 1952, when Dean Rostow
was almost 40 years old and should have
reached a degree of intellectual and emo-
tional restraint, he wrote a letter to the
editor of the New York Herald Tribune in
which he accused presidential candidate
General Eisenhower of entering into an
election campaign “popular front with
totalitarians,” and tried to smear General
Eisenhower by comparing his methods with
those of Hindenburg, Von Papen, and Pétain.

In a wholly wrong and highly emotional
assumption, Rostow claimed that if General
Eisenhower had urged the people of Wis-
consin “to vote for Mr. Schmitt" for U.S.
Senator in the primaries, and if “the fol-
lowers of Colonel McCormick had been
driven into the wilderness,” then the Re-
publican Party “would really have become
capable of winning elections and governing
the Republic.”®

The quality of Rostow's economic views
may be judged by the fact that after his
book “A National Policy for the Oil Industry”

! New York Herald Tribune, Oct. 22, 1952,
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was published in 1948 the leading execu-
tives of that industry protested against his
exaggerations and extremely prejudiced
writing. In an article for the Yale Law
Journal, J. Howard Marshall, then president
of the Ashland Oil & Refining Co., described
Rostow’s book as "“100 pages of fallacious
assumptions and emotional arguments.” 1

TWO HEADS, ONE THOUGHT

In view of the evidence that apparently
one of the Rostows wants to squander Amer-
ican wealth and the other wants to limit
our Nation's ability to acquire it, this writer
would like to know the final answer to the
question: “What are the brothers Rostow—
Eugene V. and W. W.—aiming at?”

The evidence to be found in their own
writings and record of activities seems to
show unmistakably that they are leaders
among those who “operate on the theory
that the best way to atomize the institution
of capitalism is to destroy the institution of
the corporation in its U.S, setting.”

If Eugene V. Rostow's views should pre-
vail in our country, then American business
won't be big or profitable, and will be rigid-
ly controlled by the United Nations with the
Soviet Union, her satellites, and possibly Red
China among the controllers.

If W. W. Rostow’s views should prevail
in our country, then the U.8. Government
will subsidize the economic ‘‘development”
of more than a billion undeveloped peoples
with the result that many American stock-
holders of corporations making private in-
vestments abroad will be financlally wiped
out and American taxpayers might be pau-
perized.

Two heads are indeed better than one, as
the prosecutor said in Dostoevsky’s "The
Brothers Karamazov.”

The American businessman, absorbed
with his own company problems, had better
learn about what goes on in the two heads
of the brothers Rostow,

[From U.S.A., Sept. 28, 1966]
THE MILLIKAN-ROSTOW REPORT
(By Alice Widener)

On May 10, 1956, two economists of the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology and
of its affiliated center for international stud-
ies—Profs. Max Millikan and W. W. Ros-
tow—urged the U.S. Government to adopt
their proposal for a new foreign economic
poliey of aid to underdeveloped nations.

In a front page story, the New York Times
reported, May 28, that “Officials at the
highest levels of the Government are giving
serious study” to the “privately prepared”
Millikan-Rostow report, and that “it is
known to have reached the National Secu-
rity Couneil.”

This writer earnestly hopes that not only
U.S. Government officials but also publishers,
business executives, and the American public
will give most serious study to the Millikan-
Rostow report. For, in my opinion, it is a
slick, tricky document urging adoption of a
proposal that can result in national disaster
due to currency inflation, to destruction of
the American middle class, and to imposi-
tion of a state-controlled economy inte-
grated into a single international economy.

Basically, in my opinion, the Millikan-
Rostow report is intellectually dishonest, for
it claims to be “new” and it is not new.

Despite its title—"Proposal for a New For-
eign Economic Policy"”—and despite the New
York Times' statement that the report “ad-
vocates a completely new approach of how
to use U.S. foreign aid to prevent the world's
underdeveloped countries from succumbing
to communism,” Professors Millikan and Ros-
tow propose nothing more nor less than the
creation of SUNFED, the Special United Na-
tion Fund for Economic Development.

Anyone familiar with the economic ideas
of top Socialist and Communist officials in

1 Journal of Commerce, June 1, 1952.
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the U.N. Secretariat can easlly recognize that
what the Millikan-Rostow report really ad-
vocates is SUNFED. And though Professors
Millikan and Rostow do not use its name
(evidently believing that a rose by any other
name would smell as sweet), they have em-
bodied in their report all the thinking and
figuring which underlie the arguments for
SUNFED, arguments long ago proffered by
such notorious Marxists as:

Gunnar Myrdal, head of the U.N. Econom-
ic Commission for Europe.

David Owen, Executive Chairman of the
U.N. Technical Assistance Board,

Dr. Hans W. Singer, Special Adviser to the
U.N. Bureau of Economic Affairs, and Repre-
sentative of the U.N. Secretary-General on
SUNFED,

FOUR POINT PROGRAM

What does the Millikan-Rostow report ac-
tually propose? The answer is:

1. A lump sum U.8. Government appro-
priation of $10 billion to $12 billion to be
spent “without any sort of military or po-
litical strings"” during 5 years on grants-in-
ald and long term, low cost government loans
to "underdeveloped” nations,

2. Creation of “an international body" to
evaluate and coordinate the spending of this
sum “with quasi-legislative” powers.

8. A permanent administrative Secretariat.

4. A “Council” of “perhaps 10 members”
who are to act “not as representatives of
their countries”! but as “individuals” to
establish “a code of criteria and practices”
and “to pass judgment” on how programs
meet “the agreed criteria.”

It is enlightening to compare the fore-
going so-called new proposal with the recom-
mendations made in an official U.N. document
published in 1954 entitled “International Aid
in Search for Development Funds.” This
U.N. document reports on the work of a
committee of nine (whose secretary was Dr,
Hans W. Singer) and advocates creation of
SUNFED with a General Council to declde
policy directives and review progress, an
Executive Board of 8 to 12 directors, and a
Director General and his staff (who are to
be governed by United Nations staff regu-
lations).” 2

In many U.N. studies and reports (by
anonymous groups of “experts”) the sum of
$3,600 million per year for a period of 10
years has been advocated “for economic de-
velopment of the underdeveloped nations.”
These experts admit that the expenditure of
$10 billion per year for such a purpose could
be expected to increase the per capita income
of underdeveloped peoples only “2 percent a
year.” On page 123 of Gunnar Myrdal's
book “An International Economy' * there is
the statement that “United Nations experts
* * * urged most strongly that some mech-
anism be created for transferring to the un-
derdeveloped countries * * * §3 billion a
year.”

What is the annual budget for the so-
called new proposal in the Millikan-Rostow
report? Following are the exact figures as
set forth on page 72:

Grants: In millions
U.S. contribution .o cceaea o $360
Other country contribution_.______ 240
Direct private investment...._.____ 500

Additional international bank loans. 400
Public loans:

T8, contriDUBIon. .. orrenbtnsacne 1,700
Other country contribution.________ 300
ot o e e e e 3, 500

12 U.N. staff regulations bar all members of
the Secretariat from acting as representatives
of their respective countries; they are inter-
national civil servants, enjoying diplomatic
privileges and immunities regardless of “po-
litical belief” and owing loyalty to the United
Nations.

For a review of this book, see U.S.A. vol,
III, No. 12, June 15, 1958.
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IT'S ONLY MONEY

As anyone can see, the Millikan-Rostow
budget proposes that American taxpayers put
up $2,060 million a year, while the taxpayers
in all other countries put up only $540 mii-
lion, Thus the Milllkan-Rostow concept of
fair international sharing of the burden is
for us to bear about T4 percent of it.

Like the U.N. experts cited by Gunnar
Myrdal, the authors of the Millikan-Rostow
report admit on page 59 that the spending
of this vast sum of money cannot possibly
result in more than “a 1l-percent annual in-
crease in real income per capita for all the
underdeveloped countries of the free world.”

American taxpayers should know also on
page 69 of this report, the professors de-

clare:

a. “The United States should launch at
the earlest possible moment a long-term
program for sustained economic growth in
the free world. This program would make
avallable to the underdeveloped areas suffi-
cient additional capital and technical assist-
ance to satisfy all likely demands for such
assistance which meet fairly high standards
of eligibility.

b. “As part of this program the U.B. Gov-
ernment should offer to provide a new long-
term capital fund of from $10 to $12 billion
to be avallable for loans and grants over a
5-year period. * * * Although an initial 5-
year allocation is recommended, the plan
would loock ahead for a longer perlod, at least
& decade.”

Actually, then, Professors Millikan and
Rostow are happily looking forward to an
American expenditure of at least $20 to $24
billion within 10 years. Furthermore, their
annual budget does not show what share of
the $000 million scheduled for private invest-
ment and for international bank loans will
be drawn from U.S. capital resources. To
judge by their notion of a fair share, we’ll
have to put up $666 million. Thus the
U.S. annual grand total would be increased
to 82,726 million.

In their arguments for this scheme, Pro-
fessors Milllkan and Rostow are not wvery
original. Almost word for word, whole para-
graphs of their new proposal can be found
in the writings of Gunnar Myrdal and Hans
W. Singer. As a matter of fact, Messrs.
Myrdal, Singer, Millikan and Rostow seem
to be engaged in a roundrobin discussion,
each quoting and praising the others. A
serious researcher runs into a chicken-or-
egg problem in trying to determine who
among these gentlemen first said what.

them, Gunnar Myrdal seems to be
the most conscientious in giving credit where
it is due. In “An International Economy”.
he cites Dr. Singer's and W. W. Rostow's
writings as source material, and paraphrases
them with credit lines.

But the Millikan-Rostow report contains
no footnotes and no credit lines. Never-
theless, a painstaking student can track
down the origins of their self-styled “new"”
proposal. 1

For example, in 1850, Dr. Hans W. Singer
declared in a lecture on “Development Proj-
ects as Part of National Developm:nt Pro-
grams’': ¢

Whether you can manage to cover the
capital cost from the prices of the things
that you produce in your project has no
direct relation to the quality of the project.

On page T9 of their report, Professors Mil-
likan and Rostow declare:

“The narrow criterlon of whether a project
can repay from its own revenues is at best
frrelevant and at worst may be serlously
misleading.”

The Millikan-Rostow report calls for all
the international economic controls that are
standard operating procedure for Socialist
schemes: international price stabilization,
an international food and fiber bank, inter-
national currency control, increased interna-

4U.N. Publication: 1951, 11.8.4. Vol. I.
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tional trade through elimination of U.S.
tariffs, and so on.

It was alarndfing to read in the New York
Herald Tribune, August 8, 1956, that the
Senate Foreign Relatlons Committee had
appointed Profs. Max Millikan and W. W.
Rostow as members of a special subcommit-
tee to study: “Is a continuing foreign aid
program in the national interest and, if so,
what form should it take?"” Americans know
in advance that Millikan’s and Rostow’s an-
swer is “Yes, and again yes. And more and
more of it.”

Fortunately, American taxpayers will find
it heartening that the distinguished chair-
man of the Scripps-Howard newspapers’
executive committee, Mr. Roy W. Hnoward, is
to be a member of the Senate's spezial sub-
committee. He is fearless, independent, and
the kind of man to hand in a strong minority
report if he believes it to be justified.

This writer hopes that Mr. Howard will
scrutinize the Millikan-Rostow report in
relation to the writings of U.N. Socialists
Gunner Myrdal and Hans W. Singer, and also
in relation to Lenin's and Stalin's pro-
nouncements on the need for equalizing the
economies of the backward and advanced
countries.

I hope too that Mr. Howard will read
the cogent arguments against SUNFED put
forth by the Honorable Spruille Braden in a
Baturday Evening Post editorial of August
11, 1956, by Herbert A. Philbrick in his
syndicated column of July 29, by Mr. H.
W. Balgooyen in a speech at the world
trade dinner held last May, by the National
Foreign Trade Council in its official resolu-
tions for the past three years, and by the
National Assoclation of Manufacturers in its
August 1956 resolution against SUNFED.

The New York Times reported May 29
that Professors Millikan and Rostow do not
expect adoption of their multibillion-dollar
aid program to “win friends” for the United
States or to “foster free enterprise.” All
the MIT professors expect is that this “aid”
will give hundreds of millions of “underde-
veloped” people a “new sense of direction.”

The Millikan-Rostow report does not say
what new sense of direction wiil be given
to Americans on their adoption of such a
proposal. Yet it is obvious that unless there
were o taxpayers’ rebellion, the United States
would march on toward economic chaos or
totalitarian dictatorship.

THE 99TH ANNIVERSARY OF STATE-
HOOD OF WEST VIRGINIA—LEAVE
OF ABSENCE

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, to-
day marks the 99th anniversary of the
statehood of West Virginia. In recog-
nition of this auspicious event, cere-
monies are being held in the State capi-
tol at Charleston, W. Va. This evening
former President Harry S. Truman will
be the honored guest and speaker. He
will be introduced by the senior Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. RanporLrH].

Because of the importance of this oc-
casion, I ask unanimous consent that
Mr. RanpoLPH may be excused from at-
tendance of the session of the Senate

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSIONS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Perma-
nent Subcommittee on Investigations of
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions be permitted to sit during the ses-
sion of the Senate today.
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I object. May I say, with regard
to that objection, that some of us have
been discussing the bill presently pend-
ing to a Chamber of empty seats for the
last day or so. I am willing to agree
that the Senate Committee on Finance,
which is the committee where there is
a legislative logjam, may meet during
this day. Even though I am a member
of the committee and would like to be
present, I am going to agree to its meet-
ing; but with regard to other committees
where there is no urgency, I shall be dis-
posed to object to their meeting while
the Senate is in session. I will not ob-
ject to the Finance Committee’s meeting,
because I realize that is where the log-
jam exists at the present time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Louisiana register an ob-
jection?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes.
he’I‘h(;a VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is

ard.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask that the Senate proceed as in execu-
tive session to consider the Executive
Calendar.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there
objection?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I must object unless it be under-
stood that we will go back into the morn-
ing hour,

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator has
that assurance. I assure the Senator
that there will be no parliamentary
trickery. .

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
wishes to inform the Senator that he can
make that motion, without requiring
unanimous consent.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, is that motion debatable?

The VICE PRESIDENT. No.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I do not care to object if we go
back into the morning hour.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator has
that assurance.

Mr, President, I so move.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on the motion of the Senator
from Minnesota.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider executive
business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE
The following favorable report of a
nomination was submitted:

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee
on Commerce:

Harold C. Woodward, of Illinois, to be a
member of the Federal Power Commission.
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The VICE PRESIDENT, If there be
no further reports of committees, the
nomination on the Executive Calendar
will be stated.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Herbert W. Klotz, of Virginia, to be an
Assistant Secrefary of Commerce.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed;
and, without objection, the President will
bje notified forthwith of the confirma-
tion.

Mr. HUMPHREY subsequently said:
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate go into executive session
for the purpose of considering the nomi-
nation of Mr. Harold C. Woodward to be
a member of the Federal Power Commis-
sion, as reported by the Committee on
Commerce today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Minnesota?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the nomination reported
today.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Harold C. Woodward, of Illi-
nois, to be a member of the Pederal
Power Commission.

Mr. DIRESEN. Mr. President, this
nomination first came before the Com-
mittee on Commerce of the Senate about
8 weeks ago. It was unanimously ap-
proved. It was considered by the Sen-
ate. At that time the distinguished
Senator from Wisconsin went into the
question thoroughly and registered his
objection. I think my colleague from
Illinois [Mr. DoucLas] indicated at the
time that, while he was not discussing the
nomination, he did oppose it. The nom-
ination then had unanimous approval by
the Committee on Commerce.

My understanding is that the nomina-
tion was approved this morning, with
two abstentions. I trust, therefore, that
the Senate will confirm the nomination
at this time.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, at
the time the nominee was considered for
interim appointment, I opposed the nom-
ination, as the Senator from Illinois has
correctly stated. I am still opposed to
this nomination, for the reasons which I
listed in some detail. I wish to be sure
I am recorded as being opposed to the
nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, will the Senate advise and
consent to this nomination?

The nomination was confirmed.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the con-
firmation of the nominations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the President will be notified
forthwith.
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LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.

ASSISTANCE UNDER KERR-MILLS
ACT IN ILLINOIS

Mr, DIRKSEN. Mr. President, noth-
ing speaks so eloguently and forcefully
as a fact. I present for inclusion in the
REecorp from the Friday, June 15, 1962,
edition of the Illinois State Journal,
published at Springfield, Ill., an article
by Kenneth Watson showing the record
of assistance under the Kerr-Mills Act
in the State of Illinois on the basis of
the publication of the Illinois Aid Com-
mission for the month of May.

The figures contained in the report
would extend through the month of
March 1962 and indicate the number of
recipients of budgets under the Kerr-
Mills Act, the aggregate payment, the
average payment per person, and other
interesting items.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle to which I have referred be printed
in the REcorp as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

ToTaL oF 1,144 QUALIFY IN STATE FOR AGED
Care HELP

(By Kenneth Watson)

A total of 1,144 aged persons in Illinois
have gualified for medical assistance since
the Federal Kerr-Mills Act became effective
in this State last August, according to the
May publication of the Illinois Public Ald
Commission.

Through March, payments totaling $351,-
935 had been made to 604 recipients, all of
whom must be aged 65 or over and in finan-
cial need.

The average payment per person was $582.-
67. This figure includes $67.35 for doctor
services.

“These high average payments appear to
indicate that the program is meeting its
essential purpose, that of providing for cata-
strophic illness,” the IPAC stated.

Since August the IPAC has received 2,983
applications for assistance but 1,062 have
either been denied or withdrawn. A total
of 477 are pending.

The largest number of applications denied
were from persons who have incomes too high
for them to qualify under the Kerr-Mills
Act.

The limit is $1,800 for someone living
alone and $2,400 for someone with a spouse
or other dependent.

Rejections because of too high incomes
totaled 173. Other reasons for rejection
included application for services not pro-
vided, 154; responsible relative able to meet
cost, 151; failed appointment or could not
be located, 94; death of applicant, T0.

Illinois is 1 of only 19 States participat-
ing in the Kerr-Mills program, but operates
with only the required 2 minimum serv-
ices. These are hospital care and 30 days of
physician’s care after leaving the hospital.

New York and Massachusetts, for instance,
provide comprehensive medical care. In
January, New York had 29,915 applicants
under the program and Massachusetts 18,637,
while the Illinois total was only 202,

However, in New York the average payment
per recipient was only $297.80 and in Massa-
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chusetts $176.16, compared to $524556 in
Tlinois.

The IPAC sald the lower per person cost
for the two Eastern States is because both
of them have transferred large numbers of
their old-age assistance cases to the Kerr-
Mills program.

Fourteen of the particlpating States in-
clude nursing home care; 20, physicians’
services; 12, drugs; and 10, dental care.

The Kerr-Mills Act was passed by Congress
in 1960. It provides that the Federal Gov-
ernment will match State expenditures and

¥y more than half in States with low per
capita incomes.

The King-Anderson bill now being pushed
in Congress by President EKennedy would
replace the Kerr-Mills program with one
tled in with the soeial securlty program and
financed by additional deductions from
Wage earners,

ADDRESS BY HON. OREN HARRIS,
CHAIRMAN OF COMMITTEE ON
INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COM-
MERCE OF THE HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, the
National Community Television Associ-
ation is holding its 11th annual conven-
tion at the Shoreham Hotel. Repre-
sentative OrReN Harris, the chairman of
the House Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce Committee, addressed this group
at a luncheon yesterday at which mem-
bers of the Commission, representatives
of the National Association of Broad-
casters, and officials of the broadeast in-
dustry and of the electronics industry
were present in great numbers. Chair-
man HArrIS made a timely address on the
matter of broadcaster-CATV relations.
I ask unanimous consent that his speech
be printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

TELEVISION TO THE HINTERLAND

(Address by the Honorable OREN HARRIS,
chairman, Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce Committee of the House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States, at the
Shoreham Hotel, Washington, D.C.,, on
June 19, 1962, to the National Community
Television Assoclation, VIP luncheon, 11th
annual convention)

Mr. President, chairman of the board, dis-
tinguished guests. Needless to say, it gives
me great pleasure to welcome such an enter-
prising group to our National Capital. It is
my understanding that almost every State
in the Union is represented here, as well as
some of your Canadian members. Although
as an industry, you are but 12 years old, no
one will deny that you have reached an im-
posing stature and, like another who reached
his 12th year, you have grown in wisdom
and in grace.

GROWING RECOGNITION OF
OF CATV

Twelve years ago, there were only a few
community antenna systems in this coun-
try. Today, there are about 1,000 of them
in 46 States and the Virgin Islands. You
serve about 115 million homes or over 31;
millon people. You are spreading into new
areas from year to year. While most systems
are small business enterprises in the true
sense of the word, serving 1,000 subscribers
or less, you are drawing the interest of large
enterprises such as the theatrical and broad-
casting interests who are getting into the
CATV business. The securities of some of
your companies are listed on the stock ex-
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change and bankers, investment houses and
brokers no longer look at you as an un-
known quantity. CATV is a thriving busi-
ness today and you present here were the
pioneers who made it so.

Your contributions to educational tele-
vision and other types of public service are
well known. There are many grade schools
and institutions of higher learning in many
sections of the country which could not re-
celve educational channels without your
facilities. In many cases your channels are
furnished gratuitously to the school systems
of this Nation. I congratulate you.

Just about 1 month ago on May 17, 1962,
a bill, HR, 10708, had been reported to the
House by the Committee on Agriculture to
amend a section of the Rural Electrification
Act. BSeveral Members of Congress were ap-
prehensive that this bill might interfere with
the development of community antenna
cable systems. I was not surprised when the
vice chalrman of the committee, Mr. POAGE;
came up with an amendment which the
NCTA had drafted. In answer to an inquiry
whether this bill would injure CATV oper-
ators, Mr, Poace stated:

“We were requested by the association and
not by the REA to use this language. It is
the language of the people whom the gentle~
man fears are going to be injured—it is the
language of the very people—and it is word
for word and has not been changed, not even
by a comma.”

Then Congressman Poace paid your as-
sociation a high tribute. He stated:

“I belleve these gentlemen are not only
fair to their opponents, but I believe they
are fair to themselves. I believe they have
come in and asked for a reasonable limita-
tion. As long as it seems to be a reasonable
limitation, I for one—and I believe the House
Committee on Agriculture—is disposed to try
to grant any reasonable limitation.”

I believe that as an industry you have been
“fair to yourselves,” “falr to your op-
ponents,” and you have been “reasonable" in
your demands. 'This, more than anything
else, has won you an accolade from the
Congress, the public and the courts.

You will forgive me if I define a community
antenna television system, otherwise called a
master antenna cable system, for the benefit
of guests or reporters who are sometimes
confused by the great variety of technmical
terms in the television industry.

DEFINITION OF CATV

According to the general understanding in
the Congress, a community antenna is, as
the term seems to imply, a master television
recelving antenna erected and designed to
serve a community, or such part thereof as is
practical to serve, or as may have a require-
ment for service. It is technically and func-
tionally analogous to the master antenna sys-
tems installed in apartment houses to permit
service to part or all of the apartments,
rooms or suites by means of a single antenna
system,

Generally, community antennas are found
in areas where because of the interaction of
topographie or geographic conditions, and
technological and economic factors, recep-
tion of television signals by conventional
antennas is either (1) nonexistent, (2) of
unsatisfactory quality, or (3) possible only
with the ald of costly tall rooftop antennas
placed on high elevations or other suitable
locations.

Community antennas are capable of re-
celving the signals of more than one station
simultaneously, they are designed and ori-
ented, when installed, to receive the desired
signals and to reject, as much as possible,
the undesired channels. That is essentially
the same function as is performed when a
homeowner who erects a rooftop antenna
purchases an antenna which has been de-
signed and manufactured to glve optimum
reception on the channels he desires to re-
celve and to reject signals of stations which
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might duplicate or interfere with those he
prefers, Community antenna people do not
alter, delete, or in any manner change the
broadcast intelligence on the channels which
they receive.

As the Federal Communications Commis-
sion and the courts have repeatedly decided,
they do not broadcast, and they are not com-
mon carriers, such as telephone companies
or telegraph companies. They are in the
signal-receiving business. But enough of
these techniecalities. Let us look at the origins
of this CATV industry, as it is popularly
called. That is where the real romance of
your industry is to be found. It matches the
wonderful tales of the first Curtis-Wright
flight and earlier planes bound together with
bailing wire and glue.

EARLY BEGINNINGS

The history of the community antenna
industry reveals the development of an en-
tirely new industry in the best American
tradition, In the very early days of tele-
vision only very limited service was avail-
able in metropolitan areas and virtually no
service in rural areas and small cities and
towns more than 50 miles from the few
major metropolitan areas, The Federal Com-
munications Commission had imposed a so-
called “freeze” on the licensing of televi-
sion stations because of technical problems.
This freeze lasted for several years and
would have restricted the benefits of this
dramatic new medium of mass communica-
tions to a few privileged urban areas were
it not for the ingenuity of the small Ameri-
can businessman and the insistent demand
by the public for the pleasure and education-
al benefits of television throughout the
hinterland.

There were no precedents for this indus-
try. However, since a single antenna could
serve a hotel or an apartment house, then
why could it not be made to serve an entire
community?

The idea did not generate with the large
and powerful electronics corporations such
as the RCA’s, the General Electrics, and the
Philcos. It developed with local radio and
television dealers in small towns who
sought some way of providing television
signals to the public clamoring to purchase
receivers, The first systems were indeed
amateurish. They consisted of an antenna
mounted on a pipe on the top of a hill; twin
lead wire, such as connects any antenna to
the television receiving set, extended from
the antenna down the hillside and through-
out the area serviced. It was supported by
trees, fenceposts, corners of bulldings, and
passed over alleys, backyards, etc. Inex-
pensive amplifiers, such as used in office
intercommunications systems and available
at most radio supply houses, were spaced at
required intervals along the line. At times
they worked surprisingly well and, at other
times, because of inexperienced operators and
the fact that the equipment was not de-
signed to meet the demands of an extensive
antenna system, they were very poor.

The industry was born almost simul-
taneously on both coasts in 1949 and 1950.
Recognizing the public need and demand
in rural and fringe reception areas for tele-
vision reception and for equipment designed
to meet the rigors of outdoor operation, sup-
pliers of electronic equipment began to ex-
periment with a designed CATV amplifier
and specialized equipment. The American
public brought their demands to these peo-
ple and insisted that they be met in the
small cities and towns across the country.
Many men and women with little or no
training and with the limited advice avail-
able began to build and rebuild, making
known their wants and frustrations to the
equipment suppliers. The demands of this
new industry resulted in the formation of
new companies whose primary objective was
to solve the problems of multichannel
master antenna reception for these small
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cities and towns. Established manufacturers
were too busy with other problems to devote
the time and resources necessary to start
from scratch. As a result, the dominating
equipment suppliers in the CATV fleld to-
day, 12 years from when the industry was
first established, are still the companies
which were organized to meet this demand.
The industry has never been able to stand
still. Development has been constant until
today more than $450 million has been in-
vested in community antenna reception and
the industry has caught the imagination of,
and challenged, some of the country’'s largest
entertainment and financial organizations,

Essentially, however, the industry was
born in small town America. It can take
credit for its development and it still re-
tains much of this original flavor. It is a
real example of grassroots demand and
development.

PROBLEMS OF CATV

As the CATV industry advanced in age, it
encountered many problems. Cable opera-
tors found it difficult, at first, to obtain
permission of telephone companies to string
its cable along its poles. Power and other
utilities cooperated, but telephone com-
panies hesitated. Finally, they allowed
CATV operators to use their poles, but many
companies inserted all types of restrictive
clauses in their contracts which tended to
restrict the growth of the CATV industry.
The contracts were terminable upon 30 days
notice or 1 year, at most. I am informed
that in the past year, most telephone com-
panies have removed these restrictions and
now grant contracts of 3 to 5 years dura-
tion. Some have even made the term 15
years.

CATV operators Incurred the wrath of a
handful of local television broadcasters in
a few single broadcast station communities.
In fact, this led to demands from some of
these small broadcasters for legislation to
curb CATV systems or to place them within
the control of the FCC. The Federal Gov-
ernment controls the whole field of radio
and television as provided in the Commu-
nications Act of 1934. The exclusive Fed-
eral control was upheld by the Supreme
Court in 1940 in the case of Federal Com-
munications Commission v. Pottsville Broad-
casting Co. However, while CATV is an ad-
junct of television, the Congress has granted
jurisdiction to the FCC over CATV systems
only with respect to the use of radio waves.
The FCC cannot regulate CATV as a common
carrier.

The public interest issue in the contro-
versy between a local television hbroadcast
station and a CATV system in the same com-
munity has recelved much attention by the
FCC and by the Congress,

As you know the issues were debated be-
fore a subcommittee of the Senate Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee in
1969 and several bills to regulate CATV
were introduced in the 86th Congress. No
action was taken in the House and one bill
got as far as the Senate but failed to pass
and was recommitted to the Senate Com-
merce Committee. In this Congress, a bill
(S. 1044) was Introduced in the Senate, to
control CATV, but no action has been taken
on it thus far. I introduced a similar bill,
H.R. 6840, at the request of the FCC, but no
action has been taken by the House Com-
merce Committee or the subcommittee on
it and none is contemplated at present.

In contrast to the unduly widespread scope
of some of the earlier bills, the latest FCC
proposal is designed to vest in the Commis-
slon authority to act only in those situations
where local television stations are claimed
to be in competition with community an-
tenna television systems.

Of course, there has been a great Improve-
ment in CATV-broadcaster relations since
these bills were introduced. I read in the
trade press that at a recent meeting of your
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industry with FCC Commissioners and staff,
it was pointed out that the communities
where the CATV system did not carry the
local television station could perhaps today
be counted on the fingers of one hand. In
view of the fact that there are well over 67
communities where a local station and a
CATV system coexist, the problem can no
longer be regarded as acute. By the same
token, the old charge that the removal of
rooftop or other antennas at the request
of the subscriber, made it more difficult for
the television station in the same community
to be received, disappears as the cable car-
ries this local station. The problem of at-
tenuation of signals has almost disappeared
as the improved state of the technology
makes reception on the cable better than
ever. Obviously, no community antenna
operator would deliberately degrade a signal
and make his service less attractive to his
own subscriber. He would be working against
his own pecuniary interests.

I am informed that an increasing number
of CATV operators and broadcasters are
working closely with each other to resolve
their conflicts and establish a harmonious
basis for each to render its respective serv-
ice to their community in the public interest.
Obviously, these agreements hold out some
excellent promise that the overall relation-
ships between local broadcasters and CATV
systems will improve still further.

Some citles or counties seem to be at-
tempting to regulate television through in-
slstence upon nonduplication agreements
involving broad areas, such as grade A con-
tours, et cetera. I thought this danger had
been averted by a decision on June 4, 1959 by
the U.S. District Court, District of Minne-
sota, First Division, enjoining a city in
Minnesota from attempting to impose a non-
duplication agreement upon a CATV system.
I would expect that CATV operators will
not permit a host of divergent and conflict-
ing local regulations to spring up. The per-
tinent court decisions in these matters
should be brought to the attention of the
local authorities and their jurisdiction should
be challenged in the courts, if necessary.

The temptation is great, of course, when
vying with each other to obtain a local
franchise, to accept such stipulation in
order to win the coveted franchise. How-
ever, such restriction may plague you as an
industry in the future.

Finally, there is one real threat which you
presently face and this threat is that with-
out the benefit of CATV legislation, the
FCC may proceed to regulate CATV through
their jurisdiction over microwave common
carrier operations. The threat flows from
the FCC's decision in the Carter Mountain
case. That is the case that denied a com-
mon carrier microwave company a license
unless the CATV system which it intended to
serve would agree to carry the local television
programs and avoid duplication of its
programs.

It is in this case that the FCC's Common
Carrier Bureau filed a brief in which it
characterized that decision of the FCC as
“arbitrary and discriminatory.”

The Common Carrler Bureau pointed out
that while the Commission had ruled con-
sistently that it did not have jurisdiction
over CATV, the approach taken in the Carter
Mountain case was a method of indirectly
controlling the industry. The Common Car-
rier Bureau warned that the Commission's
restrictions would have to “be applied to all
common carriers, allke, across the board.”

The brief then stated:

“Under the doctrine of this case, the FCC
would be required to examine every tele-
phone company application for extension of
its facilitles—to determine whether a grant
of such application might afford undesirable
service to a CATV system vis-a-vis a TV
broadcaster. An interesting and logical ex-
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tension of this philosophy would give the
Commission the power to affect control of
broadcast networks by the expedient of re-
fusing to authorize use of common carrier
facilities for the networks until some de-
sirable conditions have first been satisfied.”

If the Common Carrier Bureau is right in
its warning and conclusion, then this de-
cision contains frightful implications which
should give concern not only to your indus-
try but also to telephone companies, broad-
casters, and other businesses, too.

Since this case has been appealed to the
courts, I will not comment on the merits
of the Commission’s decision. However, if
upheld, the decision in this case will change
the FCC's and the courts’ previous holdings
on the duties and obligations of common
carriers. If the Commission's new interpre-
tation is sustained, the Congress is likely
to be asked to hold hearings and reexamine
what should be the scope of the Commis-
slon’s powers over the common carriers.
In the meantime, I would think the Com-
mission is likely to adhere to its previously
announced policies, until clear determina-
tion of its authority in this field is obtained
from the courts.

CONCLUSION

Except for some of the legal problems con-
fronting your industry, I believe that the
CATV industry is facing a rosy future of
fresh opportunities to continue to serve the
public. Neither local broadecasters nor
CATV operators stand much to gain from
discord or from appeals for greater regula-
tion or legislation. Controls are two-edged
swords. They cut both ways. Legislation
or regulation is seldom obtained in the form
sought. That Is why I commend broadcast-
ers and CATV operators who have resolved
their differences through amicable agree-
ments. In fact, these agreements are a fine
demonstration of operation in the public in-
terest—and again I want to congratulate
you for it.

TRIBUTE TO SENIOR CLASS OF
GLEN LAKE COMMUNITY HIGH
SCHOOL, MICHIGAN

Mr. HART. Mr. President, the sen-
jor class of Glen Lake Community High
School—33 happy, fresh-faced young-
sters—arrived in Washington this morn-
ing.

These are the Michigan youngsters
who three weeks ago decided not to make
the trip, electing instead to pay the medi-
cal expenses of a classmate stricken
with cancer.

Dozens of people, here and in Michigan
and elsewhere, responded to this act of
selflessness with a determination to see
that the youngsters made their class trip
after all.

I met the Glen Lake seniors at Union
Station this morning.

I wish, Mr. President, that there was
some graphic way of putting smiles and
laughter and excitement into this Rec-
orp. I wish there was a way to fill this
page with warm, grateful handshakes.
It was a memorable moment.

Everything these young graduates said
and did this morning boils down to two
words, and I am happy to pass them
along—even though they seem sterile
and inadequate without the smiles and
handshakes and excitment.

The words are “Thank you.”

But I think the people who helped
bring this class to Washington have
gained something, too. By their simple
act of charity, these youngsters have
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given us all an experience that we can
warm ourselves by for years to come.

So, perhaps, if we were to give these
youngsters an answer, we should use the
same two words: “Thank you.”

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HART. Iyield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to join the
Senator from Michigan in commending
this class of high school students, the
members of which have shown, first of
all, initiative of their own in saving
money to make this trip to Washington,
and then the act of compassion and
kindliness in the giving over of their
funds and resources to one of their class-
mates who was very ill. I think it was
a marvelous example of the highest qual-
ities of character of our young people.
It is the kind of good act by young Amer-
icans that every one of us should ap-
plaud. I am sure the Senator from
Michigan had one of the most enjoy-
able and happy experiences of his life
when he was privileged to meet this high
school class.

I may add that the words of the Sen-
ator from Michigan will ring throughout
the Recorp with the spirit of joy, laugh-
ter, good humor, and good feeling that
he said he hoped he could indicate by
his expression. He has done so. He
should not have any worry about it.

Mr. HART. I appreciate very much,
as I know these students will, this ex-
pression from the distinguished majority
whip, and Michigan's good friend from
Minnesota, Senator HUMPHREY.

NAVY PURCHASES OF FOREIGN
STEEL

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, it has been generally recog-
nized in financial and government
circles throughout the world for the past
few years that increasing pressure on
the dollar and the constantly growing
outflow of gold from the United States
represented perhaps the most serious
immediate problem that this country had
to face.

Last year, at the request of President
Kennedy, the Congress agreed to cut the
duty-free import allowance that was
granted to returning tourists in an effort
to cut down on the outflow of dollars.
‘We have been told that American busi-
nesses must step up their efforts to in-
crease export sales in order to bring more
American dollars back home, and Amer-
icans are urged to buy American-made
goods to help our own economy as well
as to keep our dollars here.

With this as a backeground, I was
astounded to read in the Evening Star of
June 18 an article which carried the
headline “Navy Triples Its Buying of
Foreign Steel.”

The story—an Associated Press dis-
patch from Cleveland—states that the
Navy in fiscal year 1961 purchased 3.3
percent of its steel from foreign sources
but that in the first ten months of the
current fiscal year that figure had
jumped to 7.4 percent. The dollar figure,
at the same time, jumped from $629,124
in fiscal year 1961 to $1,739,151 in the
first 10 months of this fiscal year.
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While this does not represent a great
deal of money when compared with our
overall trade deficit, nevertheless it is
these isolated cases which make up the
total. When one considers the diffi-
culties the steel industry has been fac-
ing recently—both pricing and produc-
tion problems—it does not seem to make
sense for the Federal Government fo buy
its steel from foreign sources.

During the 1960 presidential campaign
President Kennedy had a great deal to
say about the fact that the steel indus-
try was operating at only 50 or 55 per-
cent of capacity and indicated that if
he were elected all this would be
changed. Yet the Wall Street Journal
reported yesterday that last week the
industry’s operating rate was only 52.7
percent of estimated capacity and that
most steel men look for the rate to drop
below 50 percent next month.

Mr. President, it hardly makes sense
for the administration to concern itself
so much with the balance-of-payments
deficit, with the unemployment prob-
lem—especially in the steel industry—
and with the rate of production of
American steel mills when the Govern-
ment itself is buying its steel from for-
eign concerns.

If this is what the President had in
mind when he promised to “get this
country moving again’ one must cer-
tainly wonder what direction he had in
mind.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point the
article from the Washington Evening
Star of June 18, 1962, entitled “Navy
Triples Its Buying of Foreign Steel” and
the article from the Wall Street Journal
of June 19, 1962, entitled “Steel Output
Rose a Bit Last Week After Long Drop.”

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[From the Washington (D.C.) Star, June 18,
1962]
Navy Trreres ITs BuYiNGg oF FOREIGN STEEL

CLEVELAND, June 18.—The Navy will spend
nearly three times as much on foreign steel
in the fiscal year ending with this month
as it spent last fiscal year, Steel magazine
sald today.

“U.S. firms are disturbed because the Navy
is placing orders for all the steel needed to
build a ship at one time,” the weekly jour-
nal of metalworking said.

“Last month, the Navy purchased 3,500
tons of steel from West Germany for three
missile frigates. Another order for more
than 1,000 tons of plates, to be awarded
shortly, will go to a Japanese firm."”

Steel said that in fiscal 1961 the Navy
bought $629,124 worth of foreign steel, but
in the first 10 months of fiscal 1962 pur-
chases of foreign steel total $1,739,151.

Looking at it another way, the magazine
sald, the Navy bought 3.3 percent of its steel
from foreign sources last fiscal year and in
the first 10 months of fiscal 1962 has pur-
chased 7.4 of its steel needs abroad.

Steel production, dropping steadily since
April 1, was less than 1.54 million tons last
week., It will continue to slide to a bottom
of about 1.3 million tons in the July 4 holi-
day week, Steel said.

The scrap market continued unchanged
from the previous week at an B-year low
figure of $24.83 a gross ton for steel’s price
composite on No. 1 heavy melting grade.
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SteEL OUTPUT ROSE A BIT LAST WEEK AFTER
LonG DroP—BuT NEW DECLINE Is EXPECTED
DurinG UsvuaL SuMMER LaAG; JULY ORDERS
CaLLep PoorR—DOWNTREND May BE NEAR
END
Steel production edged upward last week

after declining for 10 consecutive weeks.

But most steel men view the improvement as

only temporary,

should carry output further downward into

July.

The Nation's steel mills melted 1,587,000
tons of raw steel in the week ended last Sat-
urday, up four-tenths of 1 percent from
the 1,680,000 tons produced in the previous
week, the American Iron and Steel Institute
sald.

Last week’'s slight pickup arrested a pro-
duction plunge that has carried output down
nearly 35 percent since the end of March.
The slump came as steel users began to
liquidate large stocks built as a strike hedge
prior to the industry’'s early labor agreement
with the United Steelworkers of America in
late March.

Steel men say customers are slowly coming
to the end of inventory reduction, but this
is occurring at a time when the industry is
moving into its traditional summer slow-
down. Demand generally slackens during
July as steel users close some plants for va-
cations and automakers slow down buying to
begin model changeover. This year is ex-
pected to be no exception, and most steel
men look for output to slip below 50 per-
cent of capacity, at least during the July 4
holiday week.

NO UPIURN BEFORE MID-AUGUST

“We don't think there's going to be any
upturn in production before mid-August,”
comments an official of one of the Nation’s
largest steel companies. An executive of a
Midwestern mill, who says incoming orders
for July are among the worst in the past 10
to 15 years, figures the industry may operate
below 45 percent of capacity in the July 4
holiday week.

Although last week's improvement was
slight, it followed a decline of only 0.4 per-
cent in output the week before and indicates
that the production downtrend is nearing
bottom. Output had been plunging several
points at a time during late April and early
May.

Last week’s pickup increased the indus-
iry's unofficial operating rate to 52.7 percent
of estimated capacity from 52.5 percent the
previous week. The industry’s official pro-
duction index rose to 82.56 percent of the
1057-59 weekly average from 84.8 percent
the previous week.

The precise production outlook this week
is unclear, with major mills in the large
Youngstown district scheduled to hold op-
erations steady at about 47 percent of ca-
pacity and key mills in the Alabama-Georgia
region due to continue operating at 66 per-
cent of capacity. One Pittsburgh area mill
is due to step up output this week, but
United States Steel Corp. plans a cutback
this weekend that no doubt will depress the
area’'s output later this month., In the
Buffalo district, major mills are operating at
31.8 percent of capacity, down from 34.5 per-
cent a week ago.

‘While last week's production increase was
small, it came as a surprise because most
steelmakers have been forecasting a con-
tinued drop. There was no readily apparent
reason for the improvement, but from the
way most steel men have been talking it
didn't reflect any order surge.

NO CHANGE IN DEMAND

In the Cleveland area, for Instance, one
mill said production was improving from a
depressed level of the prior week, but that
there was no basic change in demand. And
Granite City Steel Co., in St. Louis, sald its
production surged ahead last week because
it received some orders for quick delivery.

and say slack business.
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Last week’s increase resulted from a 2-
point improvement in the Pittsburgh dis-
trict, which is the Nation's largest, and in-
creases in the smaller western, southern,
Cleveland, and St. Louis districts. Output
declined in four districts and held steady in
two.

The American Iron and Steel Institute re-
ported:

Net tons Index of

produced production
Week, June 16 1, 587, 000 85.2
Week, June 9 1, 580, 000 84.8
Year to date. .. 51, 348, 000 114.8
Year ago to date 41, 168, 000 92.1

The index of production is based on aver-
age weekly output for 1957-59 of 1,862,933
tons.

The index of production by districts:

Week, Week,

June 16 June 9
Northeast coast. .._....._._... 83.0 84.0
Buffalo_......._ 610 66,0
Pittsburgh_____ 84.0 82.0
Youngstown . 64.0 69.0
Cleveland 82.0 76.0
Detroit 100. 0 109.0
Chicag 86.0 87.0
Cineinnati. 86.0 86,0
8t. Louis... 99.0 89.0
Southern... . 103. 0 1010
Wl s e e 100. 0 97.0
Total industry. .- - 85.2 84.8

PLEA FOR URGENCY

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
would like to invite my colleagues’
attention to a striking example of cour-
ageous leadership in the labor move-
ment. In the first issue of a new maga-
zine published by the building and
construction trades department, AFI—
CIO, there is a fine article by the depart-
ment president, C. J. Haggerty, a labor
statesman of long standing. I can think
of no clearer voice to speak for and to
labor than that of Mr. Hagzerty.

In this statement, he speaks of the
absolute necessity for our missile base
construction program to proceed with-
out interruption, without regard to local
disputes or petty annoyances. I com-
mend Mr. Haggerty’s forthright stand on
this issue of national importance, and
I ask that the text of his article be
printed at this point in the REecorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

AN URGENT APPEAL TO ALL BUILDING
TRADESMEN
(By C. J. Haggerty)

For the better part of my life I have
worked with and for the building trades
craftsmen of this country. Experience has
taught me to admire and respect not only
their skill, but their sound commonsense
and deep patriotism. That is why I am di-
recting this urgent appeal to the members of
our building trades unions.

We have a tremendous job to do—a job
not for any private employer, but for our
country. The missile base construction pro-
gram is the key to our national defense. All
our hopes to preserve world peace, to safe-
guard the free way of life, to deter further
Communist aggression and to promote the
future well-being of ourselves and our fami-
lies depend upon the speed and the excel-
lence with which the missile bases are com-
pleted.
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During the last 8 months of 1961, our men
did a wonderful job. Time lost due to shut-
downs on missile bases was reduced to the
vanishing point.

As a result, the missile base program is
now on schedule—in some instances ahead of
schedule.

But things have deteriorated in the first
quarter of this year. In fact, there is seri-
ous, official concern about the increasing
number of work stoppages. Again we hear
threats from those in Congress who are out
to smear labor and enact further antiunion
legislation.

We cannot afford to ignore the danger
slgns. The trend of the last few months
must be halted and reversed. I am confident
of the full cooperation of American building
tradesmen once they know all the facts.

The causes of the stoppages fall into two
main categories. First come disputes re-
sulting from unsatisfactory working condi-
tions. Second are those developing from
Jurisdictlonal disputes.

I have traveled back and forth across the
country repeatedly in the last 2 years to
learn from direct inspection just what the
problems are at the varlous missile bases. No
one knows better than I the terrible condl-
tions under which our men have been forced
to work and live at certain far-flung sites.
The human factors involved in some of these
disputes cannot be overlooked.

But in spite of the irritations and the
provocations and the redtape that cause
tempers to flare up, I say to you as strongly
as I can that there is absolutely no justifica-
tlon or valld excuse for a work stoppage at
any missile base at any time,

That is a sweeping statement. I would be
the last one to make such a statement un-
less there was overwhelming evidence to
prove it.

In the first place the presidents of each
of the international unions affiliated with
this department adopted a clear-cut policy
with regard to the missile base program on
February 15, 1961, Recognizing the urgency
of that program, the internationals notified
each of their local unions that they were
under obligation to give notice to interna-
tional headquarters and secure approval be-
fore engaging in any work stoppage.

Not a single international union has since
that date given its sanction to a local work
stoppage.

On the contrary, the officers of the inter-
national unions have expended much time
and effort to prevent local walkouts, to end
them promptly when they do occur and to
halt wildcat action of all kinds.

Secondly, in behalf of the entire trade
union movement, AFL-CIO President George
Meany gave President Eennedy a solemn
pledge a year ago—a pledge not to halt work
at any missile base. That pledge is binding
not only on this department and its afiliated
international unions, but on every one of
their local unions. It places an obligation
upon every individual member of the build-
ing trades unions.

On the strength of labor's pledge, President
Kennedy created the Missile Sites Labor
Commission with machinery both at the local
level and the national level to remedy in-
Justices, inequities or valid grievances. It
doesn't take a work stoppage to make this
machinery move. The whole purpose of the
Commission is to convince everyone con-
cerned that justice can be obtained promptly
without resorting to extreme action.

In the case of jurisdictional disputes, this
department and its affiliated unions have es-
tablished, together with cooperating contrac-
tors, the jolnt board for the settlement of
jurisdictional disputes. In creating this
board, our unions agreed to submit disputes
for adjudication on the merits without work
stoppages. BSurely that agreement, appli-
cable to private construction, is far more
binding in the case of missile sites.
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The present situation is critical. Each
building trades worker, each local union offi-
cial, must understand his responsibility and
carry it out faithfully. I appeal to you to do
s0. We have a big job to do. It cannot
wait.

In the days and months ahead, it is up to
us to strengthen America's main line of de-
fense—its missile system. We've got to take
into consideration the whole pleture, not
merely what's happening right under our
noses. Our grievances on the job are minor
compared to our main grievance against the
Communist leaders who are threatening us
and all freemen so boldly. Unfortunately,
we can't get that problem settled by an im-
partial commission, as we can with our job
problems.

Remember, if the Kremlin prevalls we
won't have to worry any more about anti-
labor legislation. The penalty for work
stoppages will be death at dawn before a
firing squad.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the bill (S. 2339) for
the relief of George Ross Hutchins, with
an amendment, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R.1304. An act for the rellef of Jung
Hae;

H.R. 1488. An act for the relief of Clara
G. Maggiora;

H.R.2371. An act for the relief of All
Khosrowkhah;

H.R.2604. An act for the rellef of Pietro
Dattoll;

H.R.2664. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Irena Ratajczak;

H.R.3000. An act for the rellef of Lea Min
Wong;

H.R.3131. An act for the rellef of Richard
C. Collins;

H.R.3501. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Hasmik Arzoo;

H.R.3922. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Elizabeth G. Mason;

H.R.4718. An act for the relief of Bogdan
Kusulja;

H.R.6987. An act for the relief of Maj.
William R. Cook;

H.R.7385. An act for the relief of Charles
Waverly Watson, Jr.;

H.R.7900. An act for the rellef of Lt. (jg.)
James B, Stewart;

HR.9186. An act for the relief of Eladio
Aris (also known as Eladio Aris Carvallo);

H.R.9503. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain phosphate rights to the
Dr. P. Phillips Foundation of Orlando, Fla.;

H.R. 10459. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of 39 acres of Minnesota Chippewa
tribal land on the Fond du Lac Indian Reser-
vation to the 8S. Mary and Joseph Church,
Sawyer, Minn.; and

H.R.12154. An act to amend and extend
the provisions of the Sugar Act of 1048, as
amended.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bills, and they
were signed by the Vice President:

B5.2186. An act for the relief of Manuel
Arranz Rodriguez;

S.2340. An act for the relief of Shunichi
Alkawa;
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5.2418. An act for the rellef of Elaine
Rozin Recanati;

B5.2486. An act for the relief of Kim Carey
(Timothy Mark Alt) ;

5.2562. An act for the relief of Sally Ann
Barnett;

8.2565. An act for the rellef of Michael
Najeeb Metry;

8.2895. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of certaln lands of the Minnesota Chip-
pewa Tribe of Indians to the Little Flower
Mission of the St. Cloud Diocese; and

B.2900. An act for the relief of Caterina
Scalzo (nee Loschiavo).

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred as
indicated:

HR.1304. An act for the relief of Jung
Hae;

HR. 1488. An act for the relief of Clara
G. Magglora;

HR. 2371. An act for the rellef of All
Khosrowkhah;

HR.2604. An act for the relief of Pletro
Dattoli;

HR.2664. An act for the rellef of Mrs.
Irena Ratajczak;

HR. 3000, An act for the relief of Lea Min
Wong;

HR, 3131, An act for the relief of Richard
C. Collins;

HR, 3501. An act for the relief of Mrs,
Hasmik Arzoo;

HR.3022. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Elizabeth G. Mason;

HR.4718. An act for the relief of Bogdan
Kusulja;

H.R.6987. An act for the rellef of Maj.
William R. Cook;

H.R.7385. An act for the rellef of Charles
Waverly Watson, Jr.;

H.R.7900. An act for the rellef of Lt. (Jg.)
James B. Stewart; and

H.R.0186. An act for the relief of Eladlo
Aris (also known as Eladio Arls Carvallo);
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

HR. 98583, An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain phosphate rights to the
Dr;:lP' Phillips Foundation, of Orlando, Fla.:
an

H.R. 10459. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of 39 acres of Minnesota Chippewa
tribal land on the Fond du Lac Indian Res-
ervation to the S3. Mary and Joseph Church,
Bawyer, Minn.; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs,

HR. 12164. An act to amend and extend
the provisions of the Sugar Act of 1048, as
amended; to the Committee on Finance,

AMENDMENT TO THE SUGAR ACT
OF 1948, AS AMENDED

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, in view of the fact that the mes-
sage from the House has reached the
Senate concerning the amendment of
the Sugar Act, I wish to state that it is
the judgment of a number of Senators
who serve on the Committee on Finance
that the bill proposed by the Kennedy
administration for the amendment to
the Sugar Act is far superior to the bill
which was passed by the House of Rep-
resentatives.

The statement by the Under Secretary
of Agriculture before the Committee on
Finance today I believe very thoroughly
and convincingly spells out the vast su-
periority of the Senate bill over the
House bill.

It is my judgment that the Commit-
tee on Finance will report a proposed
amendment to the Sugar Act pretty
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much in line with what the adminis-
tration has recommended.

As one who serves not only on the
Committee on Finance but also on the
Committee on Foreign Relations, I must
say that the bill the House has sent to
the Senate, in my judgment, represents
the action desired by one or two people
on a House committee which does not
have jurisdiction over international re-
lations, who wish to set their own foreign
policy by attempting to parcel out quotas
to various nations as they believe the
sugar quotas should be divided. There
are great bonuses available under the
old Sugar Act concept.

It is my hope that the Senate will see
fit to adopt the approach advocated by
the Kennedy administration. I am
pleased to be a cosponsor of that bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement presented by
Under Secretary of Agriculture Charles
S. Murphy to the Committee on Finance
today—not the interrogatories, but the
prepared statement—may be printed in
the Recorp.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

SUGAR ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1962
(By Charles S. Murphy, Under Secretary of

Agriculture, before the Senate Committee

on Finance, July 20, 1962)

Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee, I am glad to have this opportunity
to appear before this committee to testify
on H.R, 12154, the bill passed by the House
to extend and amend the Sugar Act. I would
also like to refer to S. 3290, a bill which was
introduced by 36 Members of the Senate for
a similar purpose.

On May 16, the Secretary of Agriculture
appeared before the House Committee on
Agriculture and testified on behalf of the
administration’s recommendations for ex-
tension and amendment of the Sugar Act.
The bill, as passed by the House, on June 19,
is substantially the same as the administra-
tion’s recommendations, with respect to par-
ticipation by American farmers in our sugar
market. Accordingly, I will not dwell at any
length upon these provisions—particularly
slnce they are in accord, I understand, with
the thinking of all segments of the domestic
industry.

In essence, the offshore domestic areas,
Hawall, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands,
would be enabled to market all of the sugar
they are likely to produce between now and
the end of 1966 when the extension would
expire. Malnland sugarcane production in
Louisiana and particularly in Florida has
expanded tremendously during the 83 most
recent years when production was unre-
stricted. Because of the many new mills
in Florida and the vastly expanded acreage
it probably will be mnecessary to control
mainland sugarcane production beginning
in 1063. However, the more than 85 percent
increase In the quota for mainland cane sug-
gests that it will not be necessary during the
life of the extension to curtail production
below 445,000 acres. This is 85,000 acres more
than 1961 production.

The bill provides that 63 percent of market
growth or a little more than 100,000 tons
a year would be avallable to the two main-
land producing areas in ratio to their basic
quotas, that is, about three-fourths to the
beet sugar area and one-fourth to the main-
land cane area. The approximate 25,000 tons
a year expansion for cane will ease the
annual acreage restrictions in Louisiana and
Florida.

As to sugarbeets, the approximately
75,000 tons annual increase in quota on top

CVIII—698

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

of the 25-percent enlargement of that area's
basi¢ quota to 2,650,000 tons, plus the need
to replenish inventorles which have fallen
below desirable working levels would be
sufficient to provide for mll the sugarbeets
that reasonably may be expected to be
processed in the existing sugarbeet fac-
tories and to provide for the entry of some
additional production in new localities.

The bill provides that acreage not in ex-
cess of that needed to yleld 50,000 short tons
of sugar shall be reserved for growth and
expansion of the beet sugar industry. In
response to a question at the House com-
mittee hearing, the Secretary of Agriculture
stated that it was his understanding that
each year in which proportionate shares are
effective the acreage required to produce
50,000 tons of sugar, or about enough for
one new factory, would be reserved primarily
for mew localities of production. In the
committee report on pages 6, 7, and 8, his
statement is repeated and a system of
priorities and selection is suggested at some-
what greater length.

Your committee may wish to provide addi-
tional legislative history or statutory lan-
guage with respect to his adminlstration of
the new locallty provision and you may be
sure he will welcome all of the guldance you
may care to give him in what, I know, will
be a difficult administrative decision—mak-
ing procedure.

I would like to direct my remarks now to
that part of HR. 12154 which is in substan-
tial disagreement with the administration’s
recommendations, that is, the part that con-
cerns the acquisition of foreign supplies.

The administration has recommended and
8. 3200 provides that the quotas for foreign
countries other than Cuba under the present
act be continued and that the balance of
our foreign requirements of 2,685,000 tons
at the present level of sugar requirements be
prorated to Cuba to become available to that
country when we resume diplomatic rela-
tions. Importations of such sugar would
be subject to an import fee of the amount
needed to effect a domestic price which
would fulfill the objectives of the act. It
was further recommended that the quotas
for foreign countries other than the Re-
public of the Philippines be subject to pay-
ment of a fee graduated on a rising scale.
No change was recommended with respect
to the quota of the Republic of the Philip-
pines or the terms of importation from the
Philippines.

The principal reason why the administra-
tion recommended the recapture of the
quota premiums through the import fee and
the so-called global quota are as follows:

1. It will increase Treasury receipts by
about $130 milllon a year to begin with and
by more as the years pass.

2. It will improve the U.S. balance-of-
payments position by an equal amount.

3. It will provide better assurance of sugar
supplies when and as we need them.

4. It will avold discrimination by the
United States among various nations with
which it has friendly relations.

The Sugar Act was written 28 years ago
to deal with the economic emergency then
existing. It was tallored to meet the situa-
tion when the Philippines were part of the
United States and Cuba was our only sub-
stantial forelgn supplier of sugar.

The Sugar Act worked well during the
prewar perlod and during the early post-
war years. It benefited producers in the
United States and the Philippines and lifted
Cuba out of the depresslon. Moreover, while
we had a cooperative government in Cuba
that was able to supply this country with
virtually unlimited quantities of sugar at
any time, the system gave protection to do-
mestic consumers as well as to producers.

‘With the advent of the Castro govern-
ment and communism in Cuba we lost the
very basis upon which the previous system
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of country gquotas was established. Since
late 1960 this country has tried to maintain
the form of the old system by distributing
Cuba's quotas among other foreign suppliers.
Through good luck we have been able to
obtaln supplies for domestic consumers
without disruption or serious price in-
creases. The fact remains, however, that
this has been more the result of good for-
tune than of good management. Reserve
supplies in the Individual foreign supplying
countries have not been adequate to give
American consumers real supply protection.

The sugar quota system has become a
foreign aid measure in which we determine
the amount of ald we give to a foreign coun-
try by its ability to gain access to our sugar
market rather than by its demonstrated need
for forelgn assistance. In 1961 we Imported
sugar from more than 20 foreign supplying
countries and paid them a total of over $200
million in excess of the world average price
of sugar.

Let me say why the administration sup-
ports a price well above the competitive level
for domestic producers and does not support
the same high premium price for foreign
suppliers, other than the Republic of the
Philippines with which we have a trade
agreement.

The degree of support afforded domestic
producers is possible only because the act
provides for production management.
Without production adjustment, the de-
mand to produce sugar crops would expand
rapidly in this country. The act does not
provide and it is obviously impossible to
control production in foreign countries,
Right now, production is being expanded
in many countries of the world in the hope
of obtaining a larger quota in the U.8. pre-
mium market. If this situation is permit-
ted or encouraged to continue, the United
States may soon be accused of promoting
overproduction and of breaking Interna-
tional markets. Even mnow, it is impossi-
ble to satisfy the demands of forelgn pro-
ducers for a place in this market. In a few
years the disappointment of those countries
which do not receive the marketing oppor-
tunitles they hope for will be further ag-
gravated.

I would like now to comment on argu-
ments that have been made against the so-
called global quota.

1. It has been said the protection pro-
vided domestic producers for more than 25
years under the Sugar Act would be im-
paired unless the benefits to domestic pro-
ducers (other than direct Government
payments and tariff protection) be made
avallable to forelgn countries—29 of them
as provided in H.R. 12154. I do not really
understand this contention. The price and
income protection for domestic sugar pro-
ducers stems from sectlon 201 of the act
which requires the Secretary of Agriculture
to make avallable a supply of sugar that
will be consumed at prices that will not be
excessive to consumers and that will protect
the welfare of the sugar Industry. That
section provides further detailed guidance
to assure the attalnment of the general ob-
jective of fair and stable prices. The ad-
ministration subseribes without reservation
to the philosophy that American farmers
should be enabled to participate with all
other segments of our population in the
abundance this country has to offer. The
administration in drafting its recommenda-
tion provided assurance that when forelgn
sugar enters the flow of commerce in this
country it would be priced at a level con-
slstent with the terms of section 201 of the
Bugar Act. The mechanism provided 1is
simple and it is sure. All foreign sugar
coming into this country must pass through
a customs port of entry. Right now under
the present Sugar Act, no quantity of sugar
in excess of 100 pounds may be entered
without the Collector of Customs having in
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his possession a quota clearance certificate
issued by the Department of Agriculture.
The administration proposes that such
clearance certificates for forelgn sugar other
than from the Republic of the Philippines
be issued only upon payment or binding
agreement to pay an import levy approxi-
mately equal to the difference (after adjust-
ing for freight and most-favored-nation
tariff) between the world market price of
sugar and a domestic price consistent with
price objectives of section 201. The fee
would be varied from time to time when-
ever necessary. Thus, after this sugar is
cleared through customs, it is priced in con-
formity with the price of domestic sugar
similarly situated.

2. A number of persons have expressed
fears that permitting all friendly countries
to compete on the basis proposed would not
provide the security of forelgn sugar supply
obtalnable under a system of individual
country quotas. The validity that this ar-
gument may have had disappeared when
Castro took over Cuba and reoriented the
entire life of that country,

It is true enough that Cuba once main-
talned ample supplies of sugar throughout
every month of the year to serve whatever
surges might occur in the demand for sugar
in the United States. But this is the past.
No country today produces and has avail-
able supplies of sugar for export in the quan-
tities that Cuba once had. In July 1960,
when we discontinued sugar importations
from Cuba, a number of our other supplying
countries had recently accumulated sur-
pluses, in some cases to embarrassing pro-
portions. The two events happened to
occur at about the same time. But in the
last 2 years we have dralned those sur-
pluses away and current exportable supplies
from those countries as well. For more than
a year, our foreign supplies available under
a strict allocation basis have been shipped
hot from the mills. A natural disaster in
any one of the countries, a strike or other
economic emergency, or a miscalculation as
to production potential interferes with the
flow of sugar from that source. This can no
more be corrected quickly than it can be
foreseen. It disturbs the marketing of
domestically produced sugar which be-
comes available in quantities in the closing
quarters of the year. It disturbs the price
stability that is so desirable under this type
of legislation. Summertime foreign sup-
plies, when demand is heavy, are distress-
ingly meager and last-quarter supplies are
embarrassingly large when the mainland
areas are in the midst of their heavy
production.

The fact is that the insecurity and insta-
bility of our foreign supplies would be cor-
rected under the administration’s recom-
mendation and consumers would have the
security of supplies that they have not known
in the last 2 years, In the global quota
of more than 2,585,000 tons, all of the
friendly countries could compete for a share
of our market, and our refiners would have
all of these sources from which to obtaln
their supplies as needed. If a stoppage oc-
curs in the flow from one source, additional
guantities are readily available elsewhere.
The situation reverts in essence to what it
was when Cuba maintained a large reserve
and made it available when and as needed.

3. It is said that the economies of a num-
ber of our quota supplying countries are
geared to the premium price of the Ameri-
can market and will suffer in making the
adjustment to the world market price level,
even If that market rises somewhat follow=
ing the merger of our foreign requirements
into the world market. It is true that the
adjustment could better have been made
2 years ago than now., On the other hand,
many of these countries had burdensome
supplies of sugar at that time which were
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beginning to create severe economic prob-
lems. As a result of the Cuban windfall,
those countries supplied many times the
quantities of sugar they had previously been
permitted to market in the United States.
Aside from the Republic of the Philippines
whose premium price status is unchanged
under the proposed amendment, all foreign
countries other than Cuba collectively sup-
plied less than 300,000 tons of sugar an-
nually to the United States prior to July
1960. Under S. 3290 which embodies the
administration’s recommendations, they
would retain quotas somewhat larger than
they had 2 years ago and the premium on
this sugar would be reduced gradually until
eliminated at the end of 1965. It Is cer-
tainly better to begin eliminating the quota
premium now than at any time in the future
when if not eliminated, the sugar economies
of those countries would be even more
firmly geared to our premium price. If this
occurs and the Communist regime in Cuba
falls, either there will then be little oppor-
tunity in our market for Cuba or an even
more difficult adjustment will have to be
made in the sugar economies of the other
countries. t

4. It has been sald that the determination
and imposition of a variable import levy by
an executive department places too much
power In that department. I am sure the
members of this committee know that the
Sugar Act for many years has authorized the
Secretary of Agriculture to establish the total
supply of sugar that can be marketed in this
country. His direct actions with respect
to sugar supply under this authority have
had an indirect but very sure effect on
prices—in fact, exactly the same effect as the
determination of the amount of the variable
import levy would have. S. 3290 provides
adequate guldance to the Department, both
as to the amount of the Import fee to be
established and the supply of sugar made
possible by the total quotas including the
so-called global quota.

5. It is said that the imposition of the
variable import levy will be regarded as an
unfriendly act by many of the countries
that have supplied our sugar. This is ines-
capable but in time will be relegated to the
past. On the other hand the experlence of
the last 2 years makes it very clear that our
present sugar import policy wins us no
friends. Regardless of the terminology used,
such as “"quota” and “nonquota” sugar, when
a country receives an allocation for one pe-
riod, it expects one of greater or equal size
in each succeeding period. Misunderstand-
ings have arisen because of the irregular
nature of the allocations. Countries that
have not received allocations have felt even
more strongly that they have been subjected
to discrimination. Failure to receive alloca-
tions and the receipt of allocations, alike, in
the past 2 years have produced misunder=-
standings and in some cases i1l will,

6. It has been said that buying our foreign
requirements at the going price is contrary
to our national policy of trying to improve
the market for basic commodities, particu-
larly those produced in Latin America. It
is difficult to understand how the practice
of buying sugar from selected countries at
very high premium prices without ability to
tailor production to market needs could
contribute to sound and orderly markets for
basic commodities. Conversely the opening
of our market to all friendly cane sugar ex-
porting countries would certalnly improve
the international marketing climate for sug-
ar and because of the enlarged marketing
opportunities support the price of sugar el-
igible for entry here that moves in world
trade.

7. It has been said that current produc-
tion costs are higher than the world price
for sugar. This may be but, if so, a substan-
tial contributing factor has been the hope
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of disposing of exports in the U.S. premium
priced market. Furthermore, these hopes
undoubtedly have given rise to production
plans in high-cost producing areas. The
most obvious solution for bringing prices up
to a profitable level is to remove a device
which can only in the long run bring about
overproduction, disorderly markets, and un-
profitable enterprises.

With respect to the importation of direct-
consumption (refined) sugar, S, 3290 retains
without substantial change the direct-con-
sumption limitations of the present act ex-
cept that the 375,000-ton limitation within
the proration for Cuba would be reduced to
260,000 tons when we are in diplomatic rela-
tions with that country and eliminated com=-
pletely at other times. This change is rec-
ommended to compensate the cane sugar
refining industry for its percentage loss of
the total sugar market stemming from the
fact that refined beet sugar marketings have
been increasing at a faster rate than total
market growth,

8.3290 which embodies the administra-
tion's recommendations with respect to the
Sugar Act provides needed changes to bring
the sugar program into conformity with the
situation that now exists and to make it
viable for the changes which may occur be-
fore the end of 1966.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, the House
bill departs very substantially from the ad-
ministration’s recommendations with respect
to imported sugar. H.R. 12154 increases the
basic quota for foreign countries other than
Cuba by about 1,085,000 tons, reduces the
quotas reserved for Cuba when it returns to
the Hemispheric Community of Nations to
1,500,000 tons and allocates that quota for
the balance of this year and next year to 11
of the 20 countries which are granted basic
quotas. The report on the bill indicates that
Congress will review the temporary alloca-
tions of the Cuban quota after 1963.

The House bill further provides that the
quota premium will continue to be paid on
all foreign sugars.

There is one additional special provision
of the House bill, not recommended by the
administration, to which I wish to call at-
tention. Section 18 of HR. 12154 provides
for the refund of more than $22 million col-
lected as an entry fee on the nonquota pur-
chase sugar which the act provided for the
Dominican Republic during the last half of
1960 and the first quarter of 1961, a period
within the Trujillo regime. In March of 1961,
the act was amended to relieve the President
of the requirement that he purchase non-
quota sugar from any country with which we
are not in diplomatic relations. No further
nonquota purchase sugar was purchased
from the Dominican Republie until this year
by which time diplomatic relations had been
resumed with the present Government of
the Dominican Republic. No fee was col-
lected at any time on the sugar which came
into this country within the statutory quota
for the Dominican Republic. Two of the
companies, or their successors, who paid the
entry fee on nonquota sugar Iin order to
market it have brought actions in the court
of clalms to recover the fees that each paid.
It is the opinion of the responsible legal
authorities of the Government that the fees
were properly and legally imposed and it is
our feeling that the litigation should be
permitted to proceed without legislative in-
terposition.

For the above reasons the Department of
Agriculture feels strongly that the program
recommended by the Secretary of Agriculture
in his letter of May 14, 1962, to the Vice
President and the Speaker of the House con-
stitutes a sound and desirable basis for
amending and extending the Sugar Act. We
would now like to renew those recommenda-
tions and urge that this committee amend
H.R. 12154 accordingly.
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COM-
MISSION JURISDICTION OVER IN-
TERNATIONAL RATES

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, one of the great things about the
U.S. Senate is that there is the right
of debate, the right to be wrong, the
right to be proved wrong, and the right
to set the record straight.

In the debate concerning the bill which
is now the unfinished business of the
Senate as a legislative matter, I am sure
those of us who oppose the bill will make
some misstatements from time to time.
We shall be glad to correct them, inso-
far as that is the case. We seek to
present the full facts to the Senate of
the United States. Likewise, those who
favor the proposed legislation will tend
to make some incorrect statements from
time to time.

On yesterday, in the course of my
speech, I made the statement that the
Federal Communications Commission
has never undertaken to determine what
the rates should be for oversea calls,
for calls outside the boundaries of the
United States, in the history of that
Commission. For 28 years the Commis-
sion has never even attempted to do
that job.

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
Kerr] raised the question of FCC juris-
diction over international rates. It
seemed to be his contention that the FCC
has no jurisdiction to set rates for inter-
national communications services offered
by U.S. international communications
carriers. He was apparently willing to
concede that the FCC might have the
power to set a limit on-the overall earn-
ings of a U.S. international communica-
tions carrier but wanted to stop there.

The Senator from Oklahoma seemed
to reason that the United States could
not have such jurisdiction over inter-
national rates because of the fact that
the messages involved terminated or
were received in foreign countries and
the communications activities within
foreign countries were subject only to
the jurisdiction of the foreign country
involved.

With reference to the colloquy on this
point, the following sections of the Com-
munications Act of 1934 as amended are
relevant:

Sec. 201(a) It shall be the duty of every
common carrier engaged in interstate or
forelgn communication by wire or radio to
furnish such communication service upon
reasonable request therefor.

Sec.201(b) All charges, practices, classi-
fications, and regulations for and in con-
nection with such communication service,
shall be just and reasonable, and any charge,
practice, classification, or regulation that is
unjust or unreasonable is hereby declared to
be unlawful.

These sections seem to indicate clearly
that the FCC has jurisdiction over the
rates charged by a common carrier en-
gaged in foreign communications. A
check with the Common Carrier Bureau
of the Federal Communications Commis-
sion indicated that the FCC itself has
never had any doubt as to its own juris-
diction over international rates.
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Sec. 203. (a) Every common carrier, except
connecting carrlers, shall, within such rea-
sonable time as the Commission shall desig-
nate, file with the Commission and print and
keep open for public inspection schedules
showing all charges for itself and its con-
necting carriers for interstate and foreign
wire or radio communication between the
different points on its own system, and be-
tween points on its own system and points
on the system of its connecting carriers or
points on the system of any other carrier
subject to this Act when a through route
has been established whether such charges
are Joint or separate, and showing the classi-
fications, practices, and regulations affecting
such charges.

Under this section the FCC requires
a filing by all international carriers of
their through routes. This is required
even though a connecting carrier may be
an entity owned and operated by a
foreign government.

Apparently, the only reason why the
FCC has not attempted more compre-
hensive regulation or, in fact, any regula-
tion of international telephone rates, has
been that it was lacking in financial and
personnel resources and there may be a
contributing factor; namely, that there
has not been much interest in the regu-
lation of these rates on the part of the
Commission.

In the mind of the Commission, and
based on the wording of the statute, it
appears clear that the jurisdiction of the
FCC which was questioned on the floor
does in fact exist.

In other words, the FCC clearly has
jurisdiction to regulate foreign and over-
sea rates, even though it has not done
so. As chairman of the Subcommittee
on Monopoly, I raised the question when
the representative of the FCC was before
the subcommittee. The answer given by
the staff assistant, Mr. Strassburg, may
be found on page 433 of the hearings, as
follows:

Mr. STrassBURG. I am Bernard Strassburg,
Assistant Chief of the Common Carrier Bu-
reau of the Commission.

What we did by this letter, Senator, we
could have done at any other time in our
history. We have the power to Inguire into
the oversea rates of the telephone company,
unquestionably. We certainly have fixed
rates time and time again for the interna-
tional telegraph carriers in great detail.

Now, the reason that we have not in the
past gone into a rate investigation, particu-
larly with respect to the oversea rate classi-
fications are several, and one, I think, is that
the rates which were established back in
1945, the present rates were established back
in 1945, since that time the traffic has grown
but it has been a very small part of the over-
all operations subject to our jurisdiction.
And the Commission, with its limited time
and personnel, has to pick and choose where
it is going to focus its rate attention.

Now, we do, as Commissioner Craven and
Chairman Minow indicated, keep a surveil-
lance over the overall earnings, in services
subject to our jurisdiction, of the Bell Sys-
tem. We do from time to time get into
specific classifications of service.

We have just completed a 5-year investi-
gation, a very comprehensive investigation,
of the domestic private-line services of both
AT, & T. and Western Union. There, we
were dealing with an important segment of
service on which there were substantial rea-
sons to look into it.

But as far as the oversea rates were con-
cerned, it was a growing service. The serv=-
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ice seemed to be developing under its exist-
ing rate structure and rate levels without
being inhibited by those rate levels, and the
time has come now, in light of develop-
ments as we stated in this letter to AT. & T,
that we are going to get into this thing and
look precisely at their oversea costs.

So it 1s a matter of the choice and deci-
sion of the Commission as it goes along in
light of a number of circumstances,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp a let-
ter from Federal Communications Com-
mission Chairman Newton N. Minow to
Mr. F. R. EKappel, president, American
Telephone & Telegraph Co.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Mr. F. R. EAPPEL,
President, American Telephone & Telegraph
Co,, New York, N.Y.

Dear Smm: The Commission by letter dated
July 26, 1960, requested that you undertake
a cost study of your oversea communication
services to develop for these services the in-
vestment, expenses, and revenues associated
therewith. In your reply of August 8, 1960,
you recalled previous discussions with the
Commission relative to your views of a
worldwide cable system and stated that since
there had been a number of developments in
that field you would like to present to the
Commission the current status of your cable
plans before undertaking the requested cost
study. Shortly thereafter you did make such
a presentation to the Commission. You fur-
ther stated in your reply that meanwhile
you proposed to consider methods and proce-
dures which might be appropriate for a study
of your oversea operations.

The Commission has further considered
this matter in the light of current develop-
ments and desires that you proceed at once
to make a cost study that will reflect the cur-
rent level of earnings on your oversea com-
munication services. In this connection, ar-
rangements should be made with our staff
immediately for the purpose of working out
some of the detalls of the cost study. As
indicated in your letter of August 8, it is
presumed that you have done considerable
preliminary work in this connectlon since
that time. Without in any way delaying
the completion of this study, the Commis-
sion requests that, during the course of the
study, the company give attentlon to the
matter of formulating procedures that will
readily provide this type of informatlon
whenever required.

In previous discusslons of proposzed cost
studles your position, as we understood it,
was that such studies would be of little
value because of the rapidly changing com-
plexion of oversea business occasioned by
new cable projects and the advent of satel-
lite communications. As you are aware, the
Commission has never had before it data on
which to properly evaluate the level of earn-
ings on your oversea communication serv-
ices. Buch an evaluation can no longer be
delayed. As we are sure you appreciate, post-
ponement of further Commission considera-
tion of this matter until the character of
your oversea business stabilizes is out of the
gquestion since the point of time at which
this is llkely to occur cannot possibly be
foreseen at this time. We have noted, for
instance, the substantial amounts that Bell
Laboratories is billing your company for
satellite research and development and your
applications for construction of new cable
in the Pacific area.

We will appreciate your cooperation in
promptly complying with this request.

By direction of the Commission:

NewtoN N. Minow, Chairman.

JuNE 30, 1961.
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to read a portion of
the letter which has to do with the con-
troversy and question of fact involved
as to whether the FCC has the power
to regulate the rates of A.T. & T., inso-
far as those rates involve calls from
this Nation to a foreign nation:

As you are aware, the Commission has
never had before it data on which to prop-
erly evaluate the level of earnings on your
oversea communication services. Such an
evaluation can no longer be delayed. As
we are sure you appreciate, postponement
of further Commission consideration of this
matter until the character of your oversea
business stabilizes 1s out of the question
since the point of time at which this is
likely to occur cannot possibly be foreseen
at this time, We have noted, for instance,
the substantial amounts that Bell Labora-
tories is billing your company for satellite
research and development and your applica-
tlons for construction of new cable in the
Pacific area.

Mr. President, I submit that there is
no basis whatever for the contention
that jurisdiction does not exist on the
part of the Federal Communications
Commission to regulate oversea rates.

The fact is that there has been a
failure on the part of the Commission
to exercise its function ever since the
Commission was established. The fail-
ure is a 28-year failure—which is a long
time to fail to do a job assigned to a
commission by the Congress.

Mr. Johnson of the Rand Corp. esti-
mated that the American Telephone &
Telegraph Co. has made a 66-percent
profit on its oversea operations. If a
614-percent return on investment would
be regarded as fair for a regulated pub-
lic utility, a 66-percent profit works out
to 10 times the rate of profit that could
be justified for that oversea service
alone. That is the kind of thing that
has caused some of us to say, “If you
are going to rely upon the FCC to see
that oversea telephone rates are rea-
sonable, and that the space satellite
program would be properly regulated if
we let it go under the control of the
American Telephone & Telegraph Co.,
you are leaning on a weak reed indeed.”

Mr. President, if there is no further
morning business——

The VICE PRESIDENT.
further morning business?

Is there

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SESSION OF THE SENATE

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Stock-
piling Subcommittee of the Committee
on Armed Services be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate today.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I object.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is
heard.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Irriga-
tion Subcommittee of the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate today.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection?
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I object.
The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection
is heard.

EUROPEAN STEEL PRODUCTION

Mr, HUMPHREY. Mr. President, a
most interesting article appeared in the
Wall Street Journal of May 28, written
by Mr. Ray Vicker, reporting from Lux-
embourg, entitled “Steel Freedom—
European Mills Grow Mightily as Mar-
ket Shackles are Removed.”

This article, which discusses the phe-
nomenal increase in steel production in
the Common Market, points out that
steel prices since 1952 in the Common
Market have risen about 3 percent as
against the U.S. price rise of 43 per-
cent. During this same period the
Common Market has reached a produc-
tion output of 80.6 million tons last year
as against U.S. production of 98 million
tons.

The article discusses the interesting
formula of the European Coal and Steel
Community—*“limited planning”—which
has encouraged low prices, more efficient
production, and has taken what seems to
be a realistic position on mergers of steel
companies,

This article, which contains a wealth
of detail on wages and prices and the
organization of the steel industry in
Europe, should be studied by anyone in-
terested in the competitive position of
the American steel industry in the world.

I wish to call particular attention to
one paragraph in the article, as follows:

And the extent to which Western European
steel mills have modernized their facilities
often has drawn the openly expressed envy of
American steel men. In France, SOLLAC, a
leading steelmaker, recently had to turn
down a request from a French travel agency
to route busloads of tourists through its
Lorraine Rolling Mills at Seremange. Its
reason: The mill is so crowded with visiting
steel executives, who come to study the in-
stallation, that no guides can be spared.

The article goes on to point out that
about 25 percent of steel production by
1965 is expected to come from high-
speed oxygen furnaces, against 2.5 per-
cent in 1960.

The text of the article is one of the
most illuminating discussions that I have
ever read of the problem of our com-
petition in the Common Market in a
basic industry such as steel.

I call the article to the attention of
the Senate because it has a direct rela-
tionship to certain economic develop-
ments in the State of Minnesota, where
the iron industry is such a vital part of
our economy.

I wish to encourage in every way I can,
in a helpful manner, the modernization
of our steel plant wherever it is required,
so that the United States can be com-
petitive in the world market.

I wish to do all I can to stimulate the
mining of iron ore and the conversion
of certain types of low-grade ore, such
as taconite, and the expansion of what
we call taconite facilities, which make
taconite pellets.

I ask unanimous consent, therefore, to
have the article by Mr. Ray Vicker, ap-
pearing in the Wall Street Journal, May
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28, 1962, printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

STEEL. FREEDOM—EUROPEAN MiLLs Grow
MIGHTILY AS MAREET SHACKLES ARE RE-
MOVED—COMMON MARKET ArRM ENDS TAR-
I¥Fs, CURBS ON OUTPUT; PRICES STABLE AS
PAY RisEs—SOME LESSONS FOR THE UNITED
STaTES?

(By Ray Vicker)

LuxEMBOURG.—Americans on both sides of
last month's spectacular steel price battle
might be surprised to chat with European
steel experts,

SBupporters of United States Steel Corp.’s
position would hear mill executives report
they have raised wages rapldly while prices
held nearly steady, and yet still earned
enough profit to finance most of a glant in-
crease in spending to expand and modernize
their plants.

And supporters of President Kennedy's
stand would hear regulatory authorities boast
they had helped write this record by allow-
ing the mills almost complete freedom to sell
their metal at any price they please.

This happy situation doesn't quite mean
the millenium has arrived in European steel.
But it does tell something about the ac-
complishments of the European Coal and
Steel Community—the oldest of the inter-
national agencies working to tle the econ-
omies of France, West Germany, Italy, Bel-
glum, Holland, and Luxembourg into a com-
mon market.

PRODUCTION BOOM

In 1952, ECSC set up shop amid the medi-
eval fortifications of this ravine-cut city.
Since then it has exercised regulatory
authority over Western European mills
roughly analogous to the authority of the
U.S. Interstate Commerce Commission over
American railroads. And in that period it
has guided European mills through a boom
that makes a striking comparison with the
record of American steel by practically any
yardstick chosen.

Some figures perhaps best tell the story.
Between 1952 and 1961, ECSC mills raised
production almost 75 percent against a U.S.
gain of about 5 percent. In the last 9 years
Common Market steel prices have risen
about 3 percent, U.S, prices 43 percent. In
19562, ECSC-regulated mills turned out less
than half as much metal as their bigger
American rivals; last year Oommon Market
steel output of 80.6 million tons trailed U.S.
production of 98 million tons by less than
22 percent.

In the last 7 years European steel unions
have raised wages by amounts ranging from
50 percent in Italy to 100 percent in Ger-
many, agalnst a U.S. rise of about 43 percent,
though European wages still are far below
U.S. steel pay. In the same period, ECSC-
regulated mills have almost tripled their
spending on new plant and equipment, to
about $1.2 billion last year. And they have
drawn up to two-thirds of the investment
funds from retained profit—precisely the
sort of thing American mills say they can’t
do without price boosts of the sort President
Kennedy recently forced them to rescind.

HOW AGENCY WORKS

How does ECSC do it? Its methods, of
course, have been tailored to conditions vast-
ly different from those confronting Ameri-
can steel. But at a time when steel prices
and profits are still the subject of intense,
U.S. debate—and when President Kennedy
has been calling on American business and
labor to study how European countries have
achieved their high economic growth rates
and “see if there is something that we can
learn"—the agency's policies may neverthe-
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less be worth some study. Its formula:
Limited planning, combined with injection
of more freedom into steel marketing than
Europe has ever known.

The story begins with the condition of
European steel when ECSC was formed. In
common with many other European indus-
tries, it was hobbled by both national and
corporate shackles. Tariffs often barred a
mill from using cheap raw materials a few
miles away across a national border. Dis-
criminatory freight rates often forced buy-
ers to deal only with mills in their own
country. Cartels limited output and other-
wise restrained competition. A steel user
often couldn't discover what his competi-
tors paid for their metal, since prices fre-
quently were set in individual, secret ne-
gotiations between mill and buyer.

ECBC began by tearing away most of these
restrictions. It eliminated tariffs, leaving
mills free to shop anywhere in Europe for
the cheapest materials they could get. It
helped remove many natlonalistic restric-
tions on commerce. It banned agreements
curbing output and fixing prices. It told
mills they could set any price they chose.
But at the same time it forced them to pub-
lish official price lists applying to all buy-
ers—encouraging steel users to shop around
for the lowest priced metal.

MERGER POLICIES

Simultaneously, ECSC instituted a dual-
purpose merger policy. It encourages, or at
least did not oppose, mergers it thought
would promote efficiency, since it feels Euro-
pean mills in general have not reached their
maximum efficlent size. But it frowned on
mergers it felt would allow any company to
dominate its market, and held to this policy
despite some grumbling from German pro-
ducers who would like to reconstitute the
giant combines that controlled German steel
before World War II.

As a result, claims E. P, Wellenstein,
ECSC's gray-mustached general secretary,
“there is more competition in steel here than
in the United States, despite your antitrust
activities.” The biggest Common Market
steel enterprise, Italy's Finsider group, con-
trols only 10 percent of the area's produc-
tion; at last report United States Steel owned
about 28 percent of American steel-melting
capacity. ECSC officials indicate they might
let a company take 156 percent of the market,
but would consider 20 percent “getting pretty
big.”

Finally ECSC acts as a sort of central in-
dustry planning agency—though one with
limited authority. The agency has the tax-
ing power of a sovereign nation, and collects
its own funds out of a levy on the sales of
the mills it regulates. It has used its funds
to encourage expansion and modernization,
lending money at low interest rates to mills,
building new facilities; at the end of 1961 it
had granted credits totaling $313.2 million.
The agency also is conducting centralized
research into automation practices and pro-
cedures, channeling the information to all
Common Market mills.

ECSC loans provide only a minor portion
of the money Common Market mills spend
on new facilities; most comes from their
own resources or outside borrowing. The
agency however, insists that mills file all
investment proposals with it for clearance,
and advises what investments it thinks are
worthwhile and which ones would only
build excess capacity. It can't stop a mill
from making an investment anyway, if the
mill can raise the money. But it can make
such fundraising difficult; Common Market
banks and lending agencies respect ECSC de-
clslons, and often raise interest rates when
lending money for an expansion the agency
disapproves.

On labor, ECSC's policy is simplicity itself;
There is no policy. The agency has no au-
thority to take any part in wage negotia-
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tions, and it has not tried to obtain any,
preferring to leave mills and unions to bar-
gain freely. European mills bargain sep-
arately with about 18 unions, instead of
with one gilant union as in the United
States, and though wages are rising rapidly
on a percentage basis, they are still far be-
low American pay. German steel workers,
among the best paid in Europe, draw 97
cents an hour; U.S. millhands recently have
averaged about $3.23.

ECSC, and the mills it regulates, have
some problems too, of course. Like Ameri-
can steel men, some European mill execu-
tives fear excess capacity is developing.
Common Market steel capacity is scheduled
to grow to 110 million tons by 1965, against
88 million tons last December 31; the ECSC
recently urged mills not to expand capacity
for flat-rolled products any further,

PRICE WORRIES WITH A DIFFERENCE

Other worries may have a strange ring to
American ears. Unlike President Kennedy,
ECSC authorities are a bit concerned that
hot competition may drive some steel prices
too low. Recently, some producers cut con-
crete reinforcing bars to $92.40 a ton, from
the former $104.50, to compete against im-
ports from Czechoslovakia.

And unlike United States Steel's Chairman
Roger Blough, some European mill executives
wish they were not left so rigorously alone in
price and production decisions. A few
would like to bring back production-limiting
cartel agreements now that capacity may be
growing faster than demand.

But both ECSC and European mills gen-
erally are pleased with the agency’s progress.
Whether or not capacity is too large now,
sales are still growing. Agency officials esti-
mate coal and steel volume in the Common
Market will top $10 billlon this year, against
$9.5 billion in 1961 and less than $5 billion
in 1953.

NO TIME FOR TOURISTS

And the extent to which Western Euro-
pean steel mills have modernized their facili-
ties often has drawn the openly expressed
envy of American steel men. In France,
SOLLAC, a leading steelmaker, recently had
to turn down a request from a French travel
agency to route busloads of tourists through
its Lorraine Rolling Mills at Seremange. Its
reason: The mill is so crowded with visiting
steel executives, who come to study the in-
stallation, that no guides can be spared.

More innovation is on the way, too. In
the Saar region of Western Germany, Dil-
linger Huttenwerke shows visitors molten
steel flowing continuously through a furnace
to rolling mills, instead of being made in
batches which must then cool, solidify and
be reheated to be rolled; several other mills
also are experimenting with this “continu-
ous casting” process. Throughout the Com-
mon Market, about 26 percent of steel pro-
duction by 1965 is expected to come from
high-speed oxygen furnaces, against 2.5 per-
cent in 1960.

ECSC stemmed from proposals made by
Robert Schumann, French Foreign Minister
in the early 1950's. European statesmen, dis-
illusioned by war, visualized an economical-
ly integrated Europe as a start toward politi-
cal cooperation, and thought the basic coal
and steel industries were a good place to
start. The agency’s creation was the first
major step toward European economic unity,
and there is little doubt its success helped
spur some of the later moves.

PART OF COMMON MARKET

Today, ECSC is largely integrated into the
Common Market structure. It is subject to
the authority of the Common Market Coun-
cil of Ministers, a group of top government
officials of the six member nations who act
as a sort of board of directors for all inter-
national European economic agencies. It re-
ceives advice from the European Parliament,
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a group of legislators from the national par-
liaments of the six countries. Disputes aris-
ing from its operations are heard by the
European Court of Justice, which performs
the same function for other Common Mar-
ket agencies; recently the court told Italian
steel companies they had to let ECSC inves-
tigators examine their books.

In its internal operations, ECSC is gov-
erned by a High Authority of nine men
selected by the member states. They act
somewhat like a cabinet, with each member
speclalizing in certain aspects of the agency’s
work, and elect their own president and vice
president. All six states must be repre-
sented, but no more than two of the men
may come from any one country.

The Authority supervises a staff of about
950, which works in a dozen offices scattered
around Luxembourg. A Consultative Com-
mittee of 51 business, labor and consumer
leaders offers advice on policy, but the ECSC
does not have to take it.

TAX, BUDGET CUTS

ECSC's internal administration has been
efficient enough so that, with steel prosper-
ing, it has been lowering taxes and trimming
its budget. It can impose a tax of up to
1 percent of steel mill and coal mine sales,
but has lowered this in several stages to
0.3 percent as expanding sales brought in all
the money it needed at lower rates.

The money finances a variety of social proj-
ects as well as modernization loans and
research. ECSC provides supplementary
unemployment compensation for idle steel-
workers and miners, trains them for new
jobs, and gives them money to transfer to
employment in other areas. It also has
assisted in financing 56,000 new homes for
steel and coal workers, and has granted easy
credits to areas where antiquated coal mines
are closing to help them attract new industry.

ECSC's budget totaled $48 million in the
1960-61 fiscal year, but has been cut to $40
million for the year ending June 30. Main
reason: European prosperity has made it
easier for idle coal miners to find jobs, and
eased the burden on the agency's social
funds,

The ECSC has been nowhere near as suc-
cessful with coal as with steel, though most
authorities blame this on tough competition
from oil and the fact that many high-cost
mines work seams where automatic
machinery can't be used. Coal production
has dropped from 262.9 million tons in 1952
to 2562.6 million tons last year, and since 1958
some 136,000 Common Market miners, or 22
percent of the work force have lost thelr jobs.

THE PROPOSED REDUCTION IN THE
AIR TRANSPORTATION TAX

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President,
since some public attention has been
given to the fact that I am drafting an
amendment to the House passed corpo-
rate and excise rate extension bill to
make the 5-percent reduction in the air
transportation tax effective July 1, 1962,
rather than January 1, 1963, I want to
state that what I am proposing is a very
simple change.

A Washington Post editorial this
morning describes my amendment as re-
storing the original provisions of the
transport tax bill. By that, the writer
means that it will restore the original
relationship of this House-passed bill
by providing for simultaneous reduction
of both the rail-bus and the air carrier
taxes. Since a Senate Finance Commit-
tee amendment moves up the effective
date of the repeal of the 10-percent
transportation tax on all carriers other
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than air from next January 1 to July 1
of this year, I want to make the reduc-
tion from 10 to 5 percent in the air
transportation tax effective at the same
time, July 1, of this year. To do other-
wise would be discriminatory and not
fairplay for the air traveler,

This is a critical time for the airlines.
They have doubled their seat-mile capac-
ity as they have adjusted to the impact
of the jet age. The net operating profits
of all domestic airlines were a minus
$34 million in 1961. My amendment will
not change the equities determined by
the House, after committee study, but
will give the airlines the same break on
the time of tax reduction as other modes
of transportation. I hope the Senate
will approve it at the proper time.

I am glad both the Washington Star
and the Washington Post have urged
this action editorially and I ask unani-
mous consent to include their editorials
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the REec-
ORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Star, June 19, 1062]
UNEVEN TAX RELIEF

The Nation's commercial airlines, which
have their full share of financial troubles
currently burdening all segments of the
transport industry, have a reasonable com-
plaint about the travel tax provisions con-
tained in the excise tax extension bill now
pending in the Senate. As reported by the
Finance Committee, the measure would re-
peal, effective July 1, the 10 percent excise
on rail and bus tickets, but would leave un-
touched the same tax on air travel until
January 1, when it would drop to 6 percent.
Legislation already passed by the House con-
tinued the 10 percent levy in all cases until
January 1, when it provided outright repeal
of the rail-bus tax and reduction of the air
tax rate to 5 percent.

The air transport industry raised no ob-
jection to the House formula, accepting the
proposed 5 percent tax as a fair charge for
use of federally supported alrways facilities.
In effect, the objection to the SBenate provi-
sion is a double one, namely, that giving full
relief to the rail and bus carriers 6 months
in advance of any relief to the airlines is
discriminatory and that the 10-percent rate
is approximately twice that justified as a
charge against use of the alrway system.

It seems logical that adjustment of the
travel taxes as they bear upon all three of
the principal commereial carriers should be
effectlve on the same date. And perhaps in
view of their common financial troubles, the
July 1 date should apply to all—for repeal of
the ratl-bus excise and reduction of the air-
line rate.

|From the Washington Post, June 20, 1962]
Fam PLAY FOR AIRLINES

There is general agreement that the pub-
lic interest would be betfer served if the
taxes levied on air, bus and train travel
during the Second World War were repealed.

Recently the House of Representatives
passed a measure ellminating the 10-percent
tax on bus and train travel as of July 1 and
reducing the airline levy from 10 to 5 per-
cent on the same date. Since the alrlines
requires extensive Federal facllities, the 5-
percent levy was retained to defray their
fair share of the user eosts. But when the
measure came before the Senate Finance
Commitiee It was altered by an amendment
which defers the tax reduction until Jan-
uary 1963, while granting early relief to the
bus and train lines.
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While we doubt that a 10-percent tax dif-
ferential will cause substantial losses of air
traffic, the weak financial position of the in-
dustry will hardly be strengthened by this
discriminatory tax measure. On economic
grounds as well as in the interests of equity
in taxation, the Senate should promptly
adopt Senator MoNRONEY'S amendment
which restores the original provisions of the
transport tax bill.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I wish fo
commend the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from Oklahoma for submitting the
amendment. As a member of the com-
mittee I know that that point was not
discussed. I personally voted for the
reduction of the tax on the other car-
riers. If the argument which the Sena-
tor makes today had been presented to
the committee, I would have voted in the
committee the same way as the Senator
is suggesting today. I am pleased that
he will raise this issue when the excise
tax bill is before the Senate.

Mr. MONRONEY. I am grateful to
the distinguished Senator from Louisi-
ana. I do not believe the subject was
studied adequately. If we are to remove
the 10-percent tax from the railroads
and bus lines, we should not leave the
full tax of 10 percent on the airlines from
July 1 until January 1, when it was
agreed to be set at 5 percent after that
period. I believe they should all be
treated with the same degree of equity.

THE SOVIET OIL OFFENSIVE

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
have used every possible opportunity to
call attention to the Soviet oil offensive,
so I am glad to see any support for a
U.S. counteroffensive whether it comes
from colleagues, Government, press, or
business. I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp a letter pub-
lished this May by the Empire Trust
Co. of New York on this subject, and a
news story from the Washington Star
of May 28, describing developments
which could bring West Germany into
partial dependence on Russian oil
bought in Italy.

There being no objection, the letter
and the article were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

THE CHALLENGE OF Sovier OIL

The cold war has taken a new turn.
Russia is seeking a much bigger share of
international trade. She is seeking more
trade to obtain a hold on the trade lines
linking the free nations. To gain more trade,
she is using a powerful new weapon.

That weapon Is oil.

Why is Russia using oil as its offensive
weapon? Chiefly because oil represents the
Soviet Union’s most marketable export—and
the Russians have a surplus of it.

The free world’s oil companies can be
counted on to hold their own in any strug-
gle for the world's oil markets. They are
strong and healthy. They are supplylng a
demand that is growing steadily.

The petroleum companles also operate a
vast distribution and marketing network
which guarantees delivery of petroleum
products where and when they are needed.
With thelir present and potential resources
and facilities to meet the promise of increas-
ing demand, the oll companies continue as
a sound investment.

June 20

There are, however, the political and cold
war sides to the Russian threat. To meet
these challenges the free world’s oll com-
panies will be helped by the fullest under-
standing of the situation on the part of the
public and the Federal Government,

RUSSIA'S ECONOMIC WEAPON

In the last 6 years, Russia has climbed
rapidly to prominence among the oil-pro-
ducing nations, Today, with a production
of about 3.3 million barrels daily, she is sec-
ond only to the United States (over 7 million
barrels dally).

In 19563 Russia exported 35,000 barrels a
day to the free world. In 1961 Russian oil
exports to free world markets averaged 600,-
000 barrels daily—by far the largest item in
Boviet trade with the free world. In 1965,
it is estimated, the Russians could export
around 1 million barrels a day to the free
world.

With increased exploration and Increased
production the U.S.S.R. finds herself with
an abundance of crude oil. Old centers of
Russian oil production such as Baku, are
maintaining their production through dis-
covery of new horizons. Rich newer flelds
in the Urals-Volga region are setting pro-
duction records. Additional fields have been
discovered north of the Caucasus and in
Siberia. Wells are tapping promising de-
posits beneath the Caspian Sea, and along
its shores.

Despite her expanding oil production, Rus-
sia’s internal oil demand has not kept pace.
For example, the consumption of gasoline
within Russia has been kept down by the
small number of automobiles. There are
about 4 million motor vehicles in Russia,
contrasted with almost 76 million in the
United States.

But the booming economies of other na-
tions have proven a tempting market. Free
world demand for oil in 1960 (excluding the
United States) was 12 percent higher than
in 1959. New nations such as Ghana and
Pakistan, and older more industrialized na-
tions such as Japan, Italy, and Germany are
ideal customers. They need oil for their
developing industries and growing economies.

CUTRATE COMPETITION

The needs of these nations can be met
by the oil produced within the free world—
in North America, South America and the
Middle East. Heavy investments have been
made by private industry to supply the
energy fuel which will spur economic de-
velopment of these nations. But when
Soviet oll enters the picture it involves more
than the mere problem of competition,
which comes under the heading of a normal
business risk. Russia can disregard the eco-
nomic considerations which must be re-
spected by its free-world competition and
there are certain other abnormal underlying
factors:

Item: Russian oil is state controlled. The
Russians offer it as a full-scale govern-
ment-to-government deal—not Independ-
ent business-to-independent business. This
strengthens the concept of government agen-
cies carrying out business—a system in con-
trast to the traditional Western praectice of
private enterprise.

Item: With prices set by the state, Russia
can sell oil at uneconomic rates, undercut-
ting the prices of Western producers. Rus-
slan sales have been made at prices which
are actually lower than the total of the lift-
ing costs plus governmental taxes and roy-
alty charges incurred by typieal Middle East
producers,

Item: Russian losses can be offset by charg-
ing higher rates to satellite nations. In 1960
the free world price of Russian crude oil
was about 52 percent of the price satellite
countries paid for the same oil.

Item: The Russians try to avoid paying
for tion, manufacturing, and
marketing facilities in an importing country
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by gaining the use of facilities previously
paid for by private companies.

Item: Russia is often willing to accept
local money, whether or not it is readily
convertible into reliable currencies, in pay-
ment for her crude oil. She extends tempt-
ing long-range credit terms.

Item: Russia has been willing to make
barter arrangements. She will trade Russian
crude oll for staples produced by other na-
tions: sugar, coffee, rubber, tea, cotton, wool.
With industrial nations she trades crude oil
for equipment she needs badly within her
own borders: pipeline, ships, and complete
factorles, for example.

The Western oil-producing company thus
stands faced with a massive competitor who
can cut her prices at will and can accept
payment in terms that would be ruinous
for private industry.

The worldwide Soviet trade war against
us has been well described by U.S. Senator
Husertr HumpPHREY., He calls it economic
banditry.

THE THREAT CAN GROW

The Soviet economic offensive threatens
to get worse. Russia is expanding her mer-
chant fleet. Operating in a time when
many tankers are idle around the world, she
is actively Yuying tankers. In Japan, Russia
contracted for 200,000 tons of tanker ship-
ping. In Italy, a NATO country committed
to defend the West against communism,
Russia is having six tankers built.

The Russians are constructing two huge
petroleum pipelines. One will be almost
2,500 miles long, and will carry crude oil
from the Urals-Volga oilfields in Russia to
refineries in Hungary, Poland, Czecho-
slovakia and East Germany. Its capacity is
expected to be 750,000 barrels of oil a day.

Another pipeline is under construction in
Siberia. It will run from the same region
to Irkutsk, Siberia, and may be extended
later to the Sea of Japan.

These expanded transportation facilities—
new tankers and pipelines—will make Soviet
oil even more of an economic threat. In
addition, both ships and pipelines are then
in strategic readiness to supply the Soviets
in an international emergency.

SOVIET ECONOMIC GAINS

This year morce than half the total ex-
ported Sovlet oil will be bought by Western
nations. Communist successes in the trade
war are impressive.

In 1961 Italy imported over 100,000 barrels
a day of Russian crude oil and products.
This represented over 20 percent of her local
demand. Offered at a low price deliberately
designed to undercut Persian Gulf crude oil
sales, the Russian oil is being traded for
tankers, large-diameter pipe, synthetic rub-
ber, synthetic fibers, citrus fruit—plus such
things as entire chemical plants, paper
plants, and metal-cutting machines,

Russla recently got a foothold in Spain,
one of the most anti-Communist of nations,
by trading oil for textile fibers. Since Spain
has no diplomatic relations with Russia, a
Belglan intermediary was used.

In 1961, Cuba received about 25 million
barrels of crude oil (her entire supply) from
Russia.

Sweden Imports about 20 percent of her
oil from Russia.

Finland gets about 80 percent of her oil
from Russia. Though next door to Russia,
she pays 256 percent more for it than does
Sweden.

Iceland receives all of her oil from Russia
in return for fish.

Japan bought about 20 million barrels of
Sovlet oll in 1961, ordered more for 1962.
Much of the Soviet oil will be paid for by
Japanese exports of machinery. Japan's
deal with Russia also lays the groundwork
for future imports of Siberian timber, iron
ore, and coal. From Japan, Russia also gets
large-diameter pipe and tankers which will
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be used to deliver still more Communist oll
to the world.

By buying tankers abroad Russia frees her
shipyards to build freighters. These can be
used in a competitive drive against the free
world’s merchant marine, with Russia un-
dercutting prices for freight hauling and
thereby gaining a foothold in free-world
shipping.

By buying large-diameter pipe and ma-
chinery abroad, Russia gets an additional
advantage; she frees her metal forming in-
dustry to produce missiles, sputniks, or any-
thing else she chooses.

In India, the Russians recently forced
free-world oil companies to lower prices by
offering India Soviet oll at 10 to 20 percent
below prevailing world prices. Thus the
Soviets delivered a blow at the free world's
oil industry merely by cutting prices in a
bid; they did not even have to use up any
of their own oil to win a trade-war victory.

This is an example of what Mr. Ehru-
shchevy meant when he sald to Walter Lipp-
mann: “We—the Communists—will make
more trouble for you—the Americans—with
every passing year."

In Europe Russian crude oil is being im-
ported into the European Common Market
area (a trade confederation composed of
France, Italy, Belgium, West Germany, Hol-
land, and Luxembourg) principally by Italy.
This cutrate crude may be made into low=-
priced oil products and, in turn, can be
reexported to other member nations with
limited or no restriction under the Common
Market trade agreement. This may disrupt
the free world’s normal European trade, and
such disruption again results in benefits to
Russia.

PLAN FOR ECONOMIC CONQUEST

At the Second Arab Congress in 1960, the
Soviets announced their intention of re-
gaining the oll export standing which they
held prior to World War II. During 1930-
33, according to E. P. Gurov, Director of the
Soviet Oil Export Organization, the Soviet
share was 19 percent of total Western Eu-
ropean countries oll imports. Russia now
is selling to Europe 8 percent of the oil
Europe needs.

Thus Russia strikes directly at the econ-
omy of the petroleum-producing Arab coun-
tries at the same time she woos them with
Communist propaganda.

The stepping up of Soviet oil exports is
part of a calculated 7-year plan spanning
1959-65. The program calls for continued
emphasis on all phases of oil development
in Russla from exploration to distributlon.
Oil production is scheduled to climb from
the 3 million barrels daily output of 1960
to 5 million barrels daily by 1965. Ambi-
tious as these goals seem, Premier Khru-
shchev recently announced an even more
optimistic goal: production of 7.8 million
barrels of oil daily by 1970 and 14.2 million
barrels of oil daily by 1980.

PAYING THE PIFER

What could happen to those nations which
come to rely on the supply of Russian oil?
A nation which accepts Russian oil may soon
find that it is importing Russian ideas and
Communist political influence. Similarly,
a nation that ties itself too closely to the So-
viets by exporting too many goods to Russia,
is more wvulnerable to Communist pressure
accompanied by threatened loss of market
for such goods. The Soviet have often dem-
onstrated how they use economic dependence
as a political tool. Khrushchev has said 1t:
“We value trade least for economic reasons
and most for political reasons.”

There may come a day when the Russians
no longer need to offer their oil so freely.
The Communists’ own industrial and con~
sumer demand may climb. Or they may de-
cide to take advantage of the dependence of
other nations on their supply. Then the
Soviets could raise their prices at will. They
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could even refuse to supply petroleum. The
dependent nations would have two choices:
to agree to Russian terms or turn again to
the West for their oil. The former choice
could mean further expansion of Commu-
nist domination. The latter choice would
mean a sudden increased demand for free
world oil. A nation dependent on Russia
for its oil supply may find it difficult to
switch to free world sources at a later date.
Refineries, pipeline and other transportation
facilities could become so oriented to Russian
supply that the transition could not be ac-
complished without delay.

And in the event of an international emer-
gency, how secure would Western nations
be who had relled on Russia for their sup-
ply of oil, essential as that fuel is to modern
warfare?

It is evident that the United States has
a very strong stake in the battle against the
Soviet oil challenge. As the leader of the
free Western nations, the United States has
a duty to make others aware of the dangers
which lie in Soviet trade. The inroads made
by Soviet oil upon world trade relationships
reinforce world tension. The continuing
cold war means emphasis on defense spend-
ing and foreign aid as we try to offset the in-
fluence of Soviet trade with new and under-
developed natlons. All of these things can
mean continued and increasing tax burdens
for the American people, and other free world
nations.

THE WESTERN DEFENSE

Bearing the burden of any successes gained
by the Soviet oll offensive are the Western
companies which have labored long and hard
to develop a reliable flow of petroleum to
feed the world's energy needs.

The companies—unlike the Communist
government—are subject to economic dis-
cipline. They have to pay fair wages. They
have to pay royalties to many governments
such as those in the Middle East and Vene-
zuela. They have to pay taxes. They have
to pay dividends to their stockholders. They
have to earn money for new equipment and
expanding facilities. They have, in effect,
to pay their share of maintaining and in-
creasing the free world’s standard of living.

WHAT CAN BE DONE

What can be done to stem the Soviet oll
offensive before it becomes a really serious
threat to world economic and political bal-
ance?

There is no easy solution in sight.

Some ideas are belng proposed by various
sources:

1. Use such free world organizations as
NATO to impress the danger of dependence
on Soviet oll on such nations as Italy. To
date, some pressure has been brought to
bear through American embassies abroad
but efforts to stimulate all consumer coun-
tries with a greater understanding of the
true nature of the Russlan oil threat should
increase.

2. More emphasis might be placed on the
use of oil as a tool In the foreign-aid pro-
grams of the United States. Sectlon 647 of
Public Law 87-195 should be carried out. It
directs U.S. Government agencies to work
with other countries in developing plans for
using free world supplies in their develop-
ment programs, '

3. Encourage free-world natlons to set re-
strictive quotas on the amount of ofil im-
ported from the Soviet bloc.

4. Suggest to other countries that, in the
event of their trading with Russia, only con-
sumer goods be sent—rather than strategic
materials or finished factories that increase
the Communist potential for war.

5. Warn all countries against the dangers
of the reexport trade in Soviet oll. For in-
stance, a country that refuses to buy direct-
ly from the Communists could defeat its
own ends by buying, instead, reexported Rus-
sian oil from some country that did deal
with the Russians,
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6. Impress upon the free world’s oll-pro-
ducing ecountries—particularly Venezuela
and those in the Middle East and in Africa—
the threat that Russla is to them. Con-
tinue the orderly development of the free
world’s ofl reserves in these nations.

7. The U.B8. Government should see to it
that it has Intimate knowledge of the oil
industry in every counfry so that it ecan
meet Soviet intrusions early. Cooperative
efforts by a fully informed U.S. Government
and the various oil companies can often pro-
vide alternatives to the purchase of Soviet
oll. Always watch developments closely.
There Is no telling what moves Russia will
make next, and the free world must be pre-
pared to take defensive action no matter
what they are.

The Federal Government and the Natlonal
Petrolenm Council are studying the aspects
of the situation at the present time. There
is real concern over the Soviet oil export
policy. Although they can be counted on to
hold their own, the free-world companies
will be helped through a clearer understand-
ing by the American people of the subtleties
of the problem.

THE GROWING AWARENESS

A number of persons recently have com-
mented on the Russian oil situation. They
summarize admirably what it means.

Said U.S. Senator EvVERETT DIRKSEN, of
Illinois: “Soviet political leaders, engineers,
and strategists have discovered the impor-
tance of oil as a political and trade weapon,
and are now earnestly intent on using oil
to the fullest in their conquest of the free
world."

Sald U.S. Senator Husert HumPHREY, of
Minnesota: “We must always, it seems to
me, keep under close scrutiny the shifting
trade tactics of the Soviet bloc, to see what
kind of defensive measures need be taken
against them.”

U.S. Senator A. Mike MonroNEY, of Okla-
homa, in a recent speech, called the Nation's
attention to the Communist economic threat.
A shooting war with Russia, he sald, “will
probably never come' because we are pre-
pared, and the Russians know it. *“But,” he
said, “one war already has been declared
* * * an economic war which we do not yet
fully understand * * * I believe this very
lack of understanding is our greatest actual
danger.”

An informed U.S. public—and only an in-
formed public—is the best reply to the
Soviet's declared economic war. It is with
that purpose in mind that this Empire Trust
Letter is published. An informed public will
make it easier to adopt the right policies and
legislation; it will act in the national inter-
est; it will have a broader understanding
of the trade war as Russia is waging it against
the entire free world.

The Communist goals are unchanging:
economie penetration—and resulting dis-
unity—of the free world, and the use of
this disunity as a beachhead for political
influence.

[Prom the Washington Evening Star, May
28, 1962]

HITLER “WiIzARD"—RED O Dears WORRY
BoNN

Bonn, May 28—Hjalmar Horace Greeley
Schacht, once Adolf Hitler's financial “wiz-
ard,” is turning to the East to negotiate a
series of big ofl deals involving Enrico Mat-
tei and Soviet petroleum.

Mr. Schacht, a spry 85, iz allied with Mr.
Mattel, the controversial chief of the Italian
state petroleum monopoly (ENI), in plans
to establish Munich as a bridgehead for ENI
penetration of the West German petroleum
market.

Mr. Mattel, in turn, is under heavy fire in
West Germany for large-scale buying of
Russian oil, which—it is feared—he intends
to dump on the West German market.
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Mr. Schacht's private bank, Bankhaus
Schacht & Co., 18 a member of a consortium
of German banks helping Mr. Mattel finance
construction of a big oil refinery at Munich,
and the construction of & pipeline from
Genoa to Munich.

CHAIRMAN OF BOARD

Mr. Schacht is a member of the board of
directors for the Munich project, Suedpetrol
Ag Fuer Erdoelwirtschaft, and iz chairman
of the board of directors for Mr., Mattel's
German distribution organization, Agip Ag.

Agip Ag is not only establishing a gasoline
station network in West Germany, but is also
negotiating with the West German Govern-
ment for purchase of the Government-owned
Autobahn Corp., controlling gasoline-station
franchises along the autobahn expressway
system.

Mr. Schacht’s link-up with Mr. Mattel is
characteristic of the shrewdness making the
tall, thin, white-maned old man in the high
stiff collar still a major force in continen-
tal private banking.

When Mr. Mattel first approached Mr.
Schacht, Munich and southern Germany
were treated by the German ofl Industry as
a frontler area, None of the German com-
panies would build a refinery in Bavaria or
southern Germany, and gasoline prices were
5 percent higher than in the rest of Germany.

SEES GOLDEN CHANCE

Mr. Schacht sensed a golden opportunity
in ending southern Germany's oil orphanage
by bringing the aggressive Mattei organiza-
tion to Germany. As usual, Mr. Schacht was
right.

Since Mr. Schacht became a partner of Mr.
Mattel, there has been a scramble of German
oil companies to enter the south German
market. At least two domestic companies
plan to build refineries in competition with
the Schacht-Mattet consortium, and gaso-
Iline prices have dropped throughout the
area.

However, the Schacht-Mattel Interests
seem able to stay well ahead of their compe-
tition with grandiose planning based on the
colossal resources of the ENI empire.

Mr. Schacht and Mr. Mattel are construct-
ing a pipeline from Genoa to Munich and
also plan to build another, linking Munich
and Earlsruhe.

CONCERNS RED OIL

The biggest controversy, of course, con-
cerns the refining of Soviet oill at Munich.
ENI is the largest western purchaser of Rus-
slan oil, and while Mr. Mattel disclaims any
intention of piping Russian crude oil to
Munich, independent experts believe his cur-
rent intake of Soviet oil is too large to be
absorbed solely in his Italian refining ca-

pacity.

Mr, Schacht has given no hints of under-
takings concerning Soviet crude, and the
Bonn government has no legislation, either
on the books or pending, which would pre-
vent refining Russian oil at Munich.

COMMUNICATIONS SATELLITE ACT
OF 1962

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like fo say to the majority
leader and to the majority whip that I
regret very much the necessity of object-
ing to certain committees meeting while
the Senate is in session. However, those
of us who are speaking in opposition to
the communications satellite bill feel
very strongly that the bill should not be
passed in its present form.

‘We know what we are up against. We
are up against the strongest and greatest
monopoly that ever existed in the history
of mankind. We know that Senators
are being importuned and reguested by
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all the executives of the great American
Telephone & Telegraph Co., on a nation-
wide basis, to vote for the bill without
amendments and in its present form.
We know if we are to succeed in dras-
tically amending the bill, or if we are to
succeed in defeating it, we will have to
have the attention of Senators.

The speech I made yesterday was one
of the greatest oratorical efforts I have
made in this session of Congress, and
perhaps in the last session as well. I
regret very much that most of the speech
was made to an average of about four or
five Senators, and the four or five Sen-
ators who were present had their minds
made up. The Senators who were un-
committed were not in the Chamber.

I hope the Senate will be tolerant and
understanding of those of us who feel
that we must do our best to have this
case heard. We know that one of these
days we will be asked to enter into a
unanimous-consent agreement to limit
debate. We hope we will have a chance
to talk to some Senators before that
event oceurs.

Therefore, Mr. President, I would sug-
gest the absence of a guorum.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
would the Senator withhold that sugges-
tion for a moment?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I withhold it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I merely wish to
say to the Senator from Louisiana that
I feel his urging that Senators be pres-
ent to participate in the discussion or
at least to listen to the presentation of
those who are participating in it is well
taken.

We are considering important legisla-
tion. There are differences of opinion.

As the Senator knows, the majority
leader has made it quite clear that there
will be no intention on the part of the
majority leader or the leadership to at-
tempt to deny adequate expression and
discussion of the measure,

As I have indicated to the Senator
from Louisiana, there are certain mat-
ters which he has expressed in his argu-
ments which I believe are meritorious.
The Senator can be assured that every
effort will be made to cooperate in get-
ting Senators to the Chamber to par-
ticipate and to listen and to share in
the deliberations on the bill.

We hope that the committee meetings,
particularly the meetings of the Com-
mittee on Finance, may be able to pro-
ceed, because, as the Senator so well
knows, vital legislation is being consid-
ered by that committee and because of
the unusual amount of work that that
committee had to take on this year.

The Senator has been very cooperative.
The Committee on Finance met this
morning. As the majority leader has
indicated, the Senate can meet at noon,
rather than earlier in the day, so that
these committee meetings may take
place.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Com-
mittee on Finance is still meeting; and
that was agreed to by those of us who
are speaking in opposition to the pro-
posed legislation now before the Senate.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.
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Mr, DIRKSEN. It ought to be said in
behalf of the leadership that when we
object to committees meeting, it is not
a question of personal bias with the lead-
ers. The requests for committees to
meet come from the chairmen of the
subcommittees who have summoned
witnesses from afar, and their requests
are proffered on the Senate floor, On
important subjects, at least, when Sen-
ators ought to be here, I sometimes feel
constrained to object. But the requests
for the holding of committee meetings
while the Senate is in session certainly
do not come from the leadership.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Sena-
tor understands the difficulty of those
of us who are debating the measure on
the Senate floor in finding Senators to
at least hear and consider the debate.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bur-
pick in the chair). The clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

THE FINANCIAL SITUATION OF THE
UNITED NATIONS

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I desire to
make a statement relative to the
financing of the United Nations. My
statement will take more than 3 minutes.
I ask unanimous consent that I may
have as much time as may be required
for that purpose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, it has
been some weeks now since I discussed
the financial situation of the United Na-
tions and since the Senate authorized
the President to loan $100 million to the
United Nations.

I return to the subject at this time
because the United Nations bond issue
will come before the House of Repre-
sentatives in the months ahead, and the
International Court of Justice may be
expected before its summer recess to
render an advisory opinion on whether
assessments for the peace and security
functions of the United Nations are
binding assessments under the terms of
the United Nations Charter.

There are other reasons why the
financial status of the United Nations
may again be newsworthy. For one
thing, it is possible that the July 1 in-
dependence date for Ruanda-Urundi
may lead to situations there which would
require a United Nations presence—per-
haps with military forces—if a sem-
blance of peace and security is to be
maintained.

A second reason for concern at this
time is that purchases of bonds have
been lagging.

When the Senate considered S. 2768
in late March, we were supplied with
lists of states that had pledged to pur-
chase United Nations bonds. As of
March 26, 3 nations had actually pur-
chased bonds, aggregating $5,780,000 in
face amount—Denmark, Finland, and
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Norway; 19 nations had made “specific
pledges to buy"—aggregate amount of
pledges, $43,285,000; 11 nations had in-
formed the State Department ‘“con-
fidentially” that they would buy bonds
in the aggregate of $3,669,354; 19 na-
tions were in favor of buying bonds, but
had made no pledges; and 19 nations had
the question “under active considera-
tion,” as they say.

In the light of this rather optimistic
report I would have expected that some
of the pledges to buy would have been
fulfilled; but as of April 30, Denmark,
Finland, and Norway were still the only
states that had put up the money. Asof
May 28, 8 states had purchased $20,-
870,000 worth of bonds; 26 states had
pledged $44,576,175; 26 mnations had
stated they were in favor of buying
bonds, but had not announced their
purchases; and an additional 28 nations
have the subject “under consideration.”

I ask unanimous consent that the
May 28 statement be inserted in the
CONGRESSIONAL REcoRrD at this point.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

T.N., BOND PURCHASES BY OTHER NATIONS

As of May 28, 1962, other nations have in-
dicated these plans to purchase United Na-
tions bonds:

Actual purchases:

Denmark o - 2,500, 000
PRRIEIIE.. oot i o it 1, 480, 000
FOBIAN o b o i i e e i e )
Israel ! 200, 000
Italy----- 8, 960, 000
INOEIRY e el e bl b 1, 800, 000
R L e 50, 000
Sweden.. AT 5, 800, 000
Total for 8 natlons______ 20, 870, 000
Publicly announced pledges
AUBITANE. e o i s 4, 000, 000
Austria, 900, 000
LTy s O SRS S < 100, 000
CAMBOMIAG . < - - oo i itonieos 5, 000
Canada. $6, 240, 000
Ceylon.. 25, 000
China 500, 000
Cyprus. - 26, 1756
Ethiopia- Lok 200, 000
GRS 10, 000, 000
India, L 2, 000, 000
Y R L R S S AT TR 6500, 000
o T W SR Tl LR Rl 300, 000
Jordan 25, 000
Liberia. 200, 000
Malaya 340, 000
Netherlands - 2,020,000
New Zealand A 1, 000,000
Nigeria -~ 1,000, 000
Pakistan 500, 000
Sierra Leone 10, 000
Switzerland 1, 800, 000
AR Tt T T AN S SR SRRt SRR TR R 475, 000
United Eingdomacmnmacaeenea 12, 000, 000
Venezuela. 300, 000
Vietnam 10, 000
Total for 26 nations____. 44,576, 176
Total of announced pur-
chases and pledges for 34
nations 65, 4486, 175
In favor, but amounts not an-
nounced, 26 natlong. - e e m
Under consideration, 28 na-
tions

Do not plan to subscribe at pres-

ent, 9 nations gz

Mr, AIKEN. I have no doubt, Mr.
President, that the position which I took
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during Senate consideration of the
United Nations bond issue earned some
disfavor for me in certain United Na-
tions circles. But I think my colleagues
here and my friends in the executive
branch realized that my objections to
the bond proposal boiled down to two
prineipal eriticisms: First, that the pro-
posal was a shorttime inadequate
remedy for a longtime serious problem;
and, second, that the solution of the
United Nations financial difficulties can
be found only when nations which vote
for peace and security measures are will-
ing to back their votes with their con-
tributions—token as those may be.

Be that as it may, I am seriously con-
cerned that means be found whereby
the United Nations, without becoming
unduly obligated to one member state,
may develop a method of financing ac-
tivities such as those taking place now
in the Congo and the Middle East, and
perhaps in the near future in Ruanda-
Urundi. As certain as death and taxes
will be the continuing need for the
United Nations from time to time to sup-
port actions similar to those in the
Congo and the Middle East.

It may be that the solution is as simple
as an increase in annual assessments for
United Nations operations—thus recog-
nizing that peacekeeping functions are
the responsibility of members exercising
their franchise when they vote in the
United Nations. It may be that the so-
lution is to be found in some rearrange-
ment of assessments, imposing special
burdens on larger states. But I would
support that type of solution only if it
were associated with some system of
weighted voting.

Political responsibility is not com-
pletely divorceable from financial re-
sponsibility. I suppose the ideal method
for acquiring a reliable source of reve-
nue for the United Nations would be to
tap some unexpected or unusual inter-
national source, such as an export tax
on minerals found in the Antarctic,
should that day ever come, or some
equally exotic revenue source. Waiting
for a miracle, however, would be a rather
hazardous solution.

Whatever the ultimate source of rev-
enue enabling the United Nations to
meet peace and security expenses, I
am reasonably confident that the pur-
chase of United Nations bonds by
member states does not give much hope,
at this time, of a reasonable, short-term
solution to the problem, and it is com-
pletely impossible as a long-term method
of meeting recurrent expenses.

In an effort to spur the administra-
tion to action which might provide both
a short-term and a long-term solution
to its financial problem, I wrote Secre-
tary of the Treasury Douglas Dillon on
May 10; and I ask unanimous consent
that the letter appear at this point in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Max 10, 1962,
Hon, Doucras DiLroN,
Secretary of the Treasury,
Washington D.C.

DEeAR Mg. SECRETARY: You will recall dur-
ing hearings on the IMF bill I asked you
whether consideration had been given to
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utilization of World Bank reserves to assist
the United Nations meet its financial dif-
ficulties. At that time you stated "the
United Nations has not approached the World
Bank on this.” You also stated, in reference
to the some $600 million of World Bank re-
serves—which you characterized as “a rath-
er large reserve’—that the executive board
of the Bank is “beginning to give some
thought as to just what to do about it.”

There is little doubt but that the U.N. is
in serious financial straits. As of April 30
only three states had actually purchased
bonds, It is unlikely that any final action
on the President's proposal will be taken by
the Congress until late summer, and I per-
sonally have some doubt that such action
will be favorable.

Under these circumstances, I urge that the
executive branch give serious consideration
to the feasibility of urging the World Bank
to utilize some of its admittedly large re-
serves for the purpose of financially assisting
the United Nations. I urge also that the
executive explore the possibility of a dec-
laration of dividends by some technique
which might make those dividends available
to the United Nations for its peace and se-
curity functions.

I realize that a short answer to the feasi-
bility of these suggestions may be that the
Bank charter does not authorize action of
this kind. My point is, however, that ap-
propriate changes in the basic authority of
the Bank might be sought.

The World Bank is the one international
institution which has shown a very substan-
tial profit on its operations. Continuation
of its profitable development lending activi-
ties depends upon the maintenance of rela-
tively peaceful conditions throughout the
world. In short, if the U.N. peace eflort
fails, the Bank will fail. I believe the mem-
bers of the Bank realize this. I can see no
valid reason why the members of the Bank
should not be willing at least to invest in
the U.N.,, but perhaps to go even further
and dedicate the excess profits of the Bank to
the maintenance of international peace-
keeping machinery.

I urge that you have this concept seriously
studied to determine its feasibility.

I am taking the liberty of sending a copy
of this letter to the Secretary of State.

Sincerely yours,
GEORGE D, AIKEN,

Mr. AIKEN. The most relevant para-
graph from my letter to Secretary Dillon
reads as follows:

The World Bank is the one international
institution which has shown a very substan-
tial profit on its operations. Continuation
of its profitable development lending activi-
ties depends upon the maintenance of rela-
tively peaceful conditions throughout the
world. In short, if the U.N. peace effort
fails, the Bank will fail. I believe the mem-
bers of the Bank realize this. I can see no
valid reason why the members of the Bank
should not be willing at least to invest in the
U.N., but perhaps to go even further and
dedicate the excess profits of the Bank to the
maintenance of international peacekeeping
machinery.

I urged the Secretary of the Treasury
to give serious study to the possibility of
utilizing Bank resources to assist the
United Nations.

I have now received from Secretary
Dillon a reply dated May 31, 1962; and,
as I suspected would be the case, it fails
to meet the basic issue. I ask that Sec-
retary Dillon’s letter be inserted at this
point in the REcorp.
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There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRrp,
as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF
THE TREASURY,
Washington, May 31, 1962.
The Honorable GEORGE D. AIKEN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SENATOR AIKEN: I am responding to
your letter of May 10, 1962, concerning
World Bank purchases of United Nations
bonds, a subject we touched on in the course
of hearings before the Foreign Relations
Committee on March 30, 1962.

I would like to begin by observing that
the most effective action In relations to
United Nations bonds that could be taken
at this point would be prompt passage of
appropriate legislation by the Congress. The
full support of the United States is essen-
tial to the overall success of this financial
program for the United Nations.

As you are aware, like most financial in-
stitutions, the reserves of the World Bank
are held in relatively liquid form. Apart
from its loan portfolio, most of the Bank’s
investible assets are invested at short term
(1 year or less), pending disbursement to
borrowers on loans already granted. The
average yleld on the Bank's invested assets
is in excess of 3 percent. On the other hand,
the investments which the Bank has made in
loans have been for the purpose of recon-
struction of Western Europe after the war
and then for the purpose of development of
less developed countries. An investment in
U.N. bonds would fit into neither of these
categories, and I believe that the World Bank
should continue to concentrate all of its re-
sources in lending for development. It has
been one of the real pioneers in this field
and I do not think its resources should be
diverted to other uses, even though those
uses may-be- very important.

Furthermore, any amendment of the
Bank’s articles would be a major, time-con-
suming negotiation with the full member-
ship and would require legislative action by
the Congress before the United States could
accept the change. It is doubtful that, even
if desirable, such a change could be effected
in time to meet the pressing needs the U.N.
now faces.

I appreciate your concern with the prob-
lem of financing the United Nations. In
my view, it is a problem that must be faced
squarely by the member nations themselves
and, as I have sald, our own national re-
sponse is of critieal importance.

Sincerely yours,
DovugLas DILLON.

Mr. ATKEN. Before commenting on
the Secretary’s letter, however, I should
like briefly to review some of the Bank’s
history.

We should recall, in the first place,
that the International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development, which came
into being in December of 1945, was
created to assist member states in recon-
struction and development, by facilitat-
ing the investment of capital for produc-
tive purposes. While at the time of its
creation the Bank was primarily con-
cerned with the restoration of economies
disrupted or destroyed by the war, it was
contemplated that the Bank should en-
courage the development of productive
facilities in less developed countries.

The Bank, with an authorized capital
stock of $10 billion, has been singularly
successful in its operations. With the
capital stock serving investors as a
guaranty against loss, the Bank has
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raised funds for reloaning by issuing its
own bonds to private investors.

It has been able over a good many
years to sell its own bonds at 4 to 4.5
percent; and, with the funds realized by
such sales, the Bank has, in turn, loaned
to governments and private borrowers at
rates ranging from 5 percent upward.
And since these loans have been guar-
anteed by governments, the Bank’s
losses have been minimal.

As a consequence of careful and pru-
dent management and as a consequence
of relative peace and stability over the
past 17 years, the World Bank has
turned out to be a pretty good, profit-
making institution. In fact, the Bank
now has reserves of well over $600 mil-
lion—reserves which Secretary Dillon
described as “a rather large reserve.” In
fact, I think that at this time the re-
serve is about $700 million.

When the Secretary was asked during
recent hearings whether the $600 million
would be used to pay dividends to mem-
ber states, he said that such was not
their intention “so far”, but that “they
might”. He added that “there is pres-
sure from borrowing countries for
them—the Bank—to reduce the rate of
interest they charge.”

What can the Bank do with this spe-
cial reserve of nearly $700 million? Un-
der the terms of section 6 of article IV
of the Articles of Agreement, “the special
reserve shall be held in such liquid form,
permitted under this agreement, as the
executive directors may decide.”

And what may the directors decide?
According to section 8, the directors by
a three-fourths majority of the total
voting power may buy and sell such se-
curities as they “may deem proper for
the investment of all or part of the
special reserve under section 6.”

The directors of the Bank have been
very astute in handling the more than
$600 million reserve which is getting
pretty large to manage.

They have not salted this sum away
in cash in a sock. Rather, in the words
of Secretary Dillon, these reserves “are
essentially all invested in U.S. Govern-
ment obligations.”

And of course holding these reserves
in the form of U.S. Government bonds
means that they draw interest at a rate
in the neighborhood of 3 percent. If
my arithmetic is correct, that means that
the United States is paying over $18 mil-
lion in interest each year to the World
Bank.

I return now to Mr. Dillon’s letter in
which he makes three points:

First, he writes that “the most effec-
tive action in relation to United Nations
bonds that could be taken at this point
would be prompt passage of appropriate
legislation by the Congress.”

With this I agree. It would be the
easiest way to sidestep our responsibili-
ties. What the Secretary fails to ob-
serve, however, is that such action is not
likely to be “prompt,” and it is by no
means certain.

I suggest that what is needed now is
a little planning ahead.

The second point made by Secretary
Dillon, as I understand it, is that the
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Bank’s “investible assets” are invested
at short term and that it makes in “ex-
cess of 3 percent” on these short-term
investments “pending disbursement to
borrowers on loans already granted.”

I must say in all candor that this state-
ment is misleading as it implies that
whatever reserves the Bank holds are
held—quoting Mr. Dillon—*“pending dis-
bursement to borrowers.”

It is my understanding that the “‘spe-
cial reserve” about which I wrote Mr.
Dillon and which exceeds $600 million
in amount is held solely for the pur-
pose of meeting the liabilities of the
Bank which might arise in the case of
defaults.

Whoever drafted the Dillon letier
should go back to the Articles of Agree-
ment and read sections 6 and 7 of article
IV.
I suspect that the Secretary’s main
concern is that the Bank can get over 3
percent if left free to put its “investible
assets” in practically anything except
United Nations bonds, which would bring
only 2 percent.

The final point in Mr. Dillon’s letter
is valid, but I believe shortsighted.

He suggests that either the purchase
of U.N. bonds or a declaration of divi-
dends, dedicated to contribution to peace
and security functions, would require
amendment of the Bank’s articles and
this would be a “major, time-consuming
negotiation” which could not “be ef-
fected in time to meet the pressing needs
the U.N. now faces.”

I suggest, Mr. President, that this
conclusion follows only if we view the
articles of the Bank and the U.N. bond
resolutions as straitjackets within which
rational men and nations must live.

There is no reason why the General
Assembly cannot alter its approach to
obtaining financial relief by authoriz-
ing short-term borrowings from the
Bank, thus providing the degree of
“liquidity” required by the Bank,

After all, the General Assembly has
had no problem in the past in authoriz-
ing the Secretary General to tap other
U.N. funds—including the Children’s
Pund—for necessary expenses.

Furthermore, there is no reason now
why members of the Bank should nof
try to look ahead and determine anew
whether some of its liquid special re-
serve resources might not be diverted to
a purpose at least as basic as “lending
for development.”

It is conceivable to me that, even
though Secretary Dillon writes that the
Bank has “been one of the real pioneers”
in the field of lending for development,
member states might feel that resources
now being generated by the Bank ought
in limited amount to be put to uses that
seek to maintain the very conditions
essential to continued lending for devel-
opment.

Mr. President, I believe the facts I
have presented suggest that the U.S.
Government should explore most care-
fully the feasibility of urging the World
Bank to give the United Nations finan-
cial assistance by the purchase of United
Nations bonds.
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Furthermore, I believe the earning
capacity of the Bank is such that con-
sideration should be given to dedication
of a portion of the Bank's earnings to
support of the peace and security func-
tions of the United Nations, insofar as
those functions are a financial cost to
members of the Bank.

It seems incontestable to me that the
earnings of the Bank are directly re-
lated to stability—to the relative free-
dom of war which we have enjoyed over
the past decade and one-half.

If the Middle East, or the Congo, had
burst into flames, the World Bank would
have fallen along with the rest of our
postwar international structure.

It is for this basic reason, Mr. Presi-
dent, that I believe states members of
the Bank—and the Bank itself insofar
as it can be said to have a personality
separate from its members—should give
serious consideration to the direct stake
which the Bank has in maintaining
peace in such areas as the Congo and
the Middle East.

The Bank is an instrument created
by some 70 states for the purpose of
reconstruction and development; but
reconstruction and development are
directly related to the maintenance of
conditions of peace in which such
activities can take place.

The Bank exists to serve the inter-
national community of states which are
members of the Bank.

And that international community of
states comprises about three-fourths of
the total membership of the United Na-
tions, and by no stretch of my imagina-
tion can the Bank and its earnings be
divorced from the interests of the rest
of the international community.

If states members of the Bank see the
peace and security of the international
community threatened by war, and if
they see the major peacekeeping instru-
ment—the TUnited Nations—unable to
act because of financial difficulties, I see
no reason why limited resources of the
Bank not in demand for other purposes
should not be utilized for U.N. purposes.

There are some who will say that the
Bank’s special reserve should not be im-
paired, and I agree that it should not be
impaired in any degree that might upset
confidence in the Bank.

But I do not believe that is the case at
present.

Others will argue that states members
of the Bank could resolve the finanecial
crisis of the United Nations by payment
of their arrangements to the United Na-
tions funds,

That may be true, but the fact is they
have not done so, and the financial crisis
remains.

Finally, I suppose the argument will
be made that the Bank should not be
asked to invest money or assume burdens
for the United Nations whose member-
ship is much broader than the Bank,
because the few would be paying the
expenses of the many.

Certainly I would not advocate utiliz-
ing Bank resources to pay the debts of
nonmembers.

At the same time, if the Bank is able
to help ameliorate the financial prob-
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lems of the United Nations, either by the
purchase of bonds or by declaration of
dividends to member states who in turn
would utilize those dividends for their
payments to the peace and security ac-
counts, I should think the demands for
membership in the Bank might go up.

Nothing would please me more than
to see the Soviet bloc begin to show an
interest in a profitmaking institution
like the Bank.

In conclusion, Mr. President, let me
express the hope that the administra-
tion, despite the difficulties always as-
sociated with putting a national or inter-
national bureaucracy on a new course,
will carefully explore the ideas I have
set forth today.

I do not want a banker’s answer to
these suggestions, I want an answer
couched in the framework of the total
national interest.

Mr. President, when it is said that an
international organization cannot main-
tain financial stability, those making the
statement overlook the fact that some
of the affiliated organizations of the
United Nations have a remarkable record
of financial stability and collection of
assessments.

I wish to include in the Recorp at this
point the report of the World Health
Organization which was issued under
date of May 10, 1962. If the United Na-
tions itself would only take a leaf from
the financial operations of the World
Health Organization, it would be found
that it could keep its own financial house
in order.

I ask unanimous consent that this
very excellent and complete report of
the World Health Organization, showing
that about 96 or 98 percent of the assess-
ments were paid at the time the report
was made, be printed at the conclusion
of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Burpick in the chair)., Is there
objection?

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

REVIEW OF THE FINANCIAL POSITION OF THE
WorLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION

(Statement by Mr. Milton P. Siegel, Assistant
Director-General, May 10, 1962)

Mr. Chairman, each year this committee
reviews the financlal position of the Organ-
ization including the financial report which
is a supplement to the annual report of the
Director-General. This year, because the As-
sembly met too early in 1961 to consider the
report for 1960, the committee has before
it that report in addition to the one for
last year. These reports—the annual report
of the Director-General on his stewardship
of the financial affairs and resources of the
Organization—record in financial terms
events of the past years; on the basis of this
history, we are able annually to review, ex-
amine and interpret the development of the
work of the Organization.

As in many past years, I am pleased to be
able to report to you on behalf of the Di-
rector-General that the financial position of
the Organization is sound. The collection of
contributions as at December 31, 1961, was
93.90 percent of the total assessments on
active members. While this was slightly less
than the corresponding percentages for 19560
and 1960—which were 95.50 and 96.08 per-
cent, respectively—it resulted from a delay
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in making payment, caused by parliamentary
procedures, encountered by one of the larger
contributors; the payment in question was
received early in January 1962. Since Janu-
ary 1, further contributions have been re-
ceived and details will be reported to the
committee when it deals with agenda item
3.9.3 “Status of collection of annual contribu-
tions and of advances to the working capital
fund.”

Briefly, payments amounting to $752,736
relating to arrears of 1961 and prior years
were received during the period January 1
to April 30, 1962. Payments of contribu-
tions relating to the 1962 budget received
during the same period were 23.92 percent
of the total contributions. The correspond-
ing percentage for 1961 was 20.40. It is
noteworthy that, at April 30, 1962, only one
member was in arrears for an amount which
equaled or exceeded the contributions for
the preceding full 2 years, and this member
has made proposals for settlement of its
arrears which the executive board is recom-
mending the Assembly accept.

When the committee deals with agenda
item 3.9.2, "Financial report on accounts for
1961—Report of the external auditor,” and
the comments thereon of the ad hoc com-
mittee of the executive board, it will be in-
terested in the information on budget per-
formance for 1961. In summary, $19,201,885
or 97.08 percent of the effective working
budget was utilized, leaving an unused
budget balance of $578,663. As only 93.90
percent of the contributions for 1961 was col-
lected, there was a cash deficit of $468,204
which has been more than covered by con-
- tributions received since January 1.

Obligations in 1961 from other sources of
funds available were; From the expanded
program of technical assistance, $5,696,331;
from the malaria eradication special account,
$3,777,891; from the subaccounts of the vol-
untary fund for health promotion, $859,576.
There was $65,669 obligated for a project
financed from the U.N, special fund, and
$354068 from the revolving sales fund;
$2,778,398 was obligated for the emergency
health program in the Congo, against reim-
bursement by the United Nations.

In total, therefore, the World Health Or-
ganization in 1961 carried out activities for
which it obligated $31,815,066 from the vari-
ous sources of funds not including the build-
ing fund. It may be of interest to mention
that administrative services costs in that
year were $1,892.333 or 5.94 percent of the
total.

The Director-General is reporting under
the relevant agenda items on the casual in-
come for 1961, including the status of the
Assembly suspense account as of April 30,
1962. The committee will note that after
taking account of the amount of $500,000
proposed by the Director-General and rec-
ommended by the executive board to be used
to help finance the 1963 budget estimates,
there is a sufficient amount available to
finance the supplementary estimates pro-
posed for 1962 by the Director-General.
These estimates, recommended by the ex-
ecutive board for approval by this Assembly,
were subject to adjustments to be reported
by the Director-General to the ad hoc com-
mittee of the executive board which met im-
mediately prior to the opening of the 15th
World Health Assembly. As will be seen
from its report, the ad hoc committee has
recommended that this Assembly approve
the supplementary estimates, as adjusted,
and that they be financed entirely from
casual income available for the purpose. I
am sure that the delegates will be pleased
that this will avoid the necessity of making
additional assessments on members for the
financing of the supplementary estimates for
1962.

To turn from the finaneial to the human
resources of the Organization, the recruit-
ment of sufficient trained staff, particular'y
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for field assignments, still continues to be a
great task as increasing demands are being
received from newly independent or emerg-
ing countries for assistance in developing
their health services. However, through the
improvement of recrultment methods and
selection techniques, there are indications
that more candidates are becoming available
in some fields, although in some specialities
there continues to be a dearth of candidates
availlable. Efforts have also been made to
meet the short supply of some categories by
internal tralning arrangements within WHO
itself which have met with a large measure
of success. The secondment of staff from
national services to WHO still remains an
important need and the increasing demand
for stafl should be partially met through the
help of member governments who are able
to make some of their trained staff avallable
to WHO.

The supply services of the Organization
are used from time to time by a number of
member states to make reimbursable pur-
chases on their behalf of a wide variety of
medical supplies and equipment, particu-
larly in periods of health emergencies such
as epidemics, etc. This service was recently
extended to the League of Red Cross Socie-
ties at its request to help in the serious flood
disaster in Somalia late in 1961. Within a
few days of the request, vaccine, drugs, and
medicaments purchased by WHO on behalf
of the league were being delivered by air to
Somalia, thereby aiding the work of staff
provided by WHO and the Red Cross to as-
sist in meeting the emergency needs.

Since the last Assembly, progress can be
reported with regard to construction of the
headquarters building. The committee will
have the details of these developments when
it considers the report on headquarters ac-
commodation under agenda item 3.11. De-
spite the untimely death of the architect,
Mr. J. Tschumi, last January, the work has
proceeded; on March 3 the standing com-
mittee on headquarters accommodation ap-
proved the Director-General’s appointment
of Mr. Plerre Bonnard to succeed Mr.
Tschumi.

An important aspect of the orderly growth
of our Organization relates to regional office
accommodation. As members of the com-
mittee know, the western Pacific regional
office has for some 4 years occupied its own
beautiful and modern building which con-
tinues to be adequate. In Alexandria, an
additional floor has recently been added, at
WHO expense, to the existing regional office
building and for the time being accommoda-
tion is adequate. In Washington, construc-
tion will start soon on a new buillding to
house the PASB which serves as the regional
office for the Americas. The Government
of Denmark is now considering plans for an
addition to the premises occupied by the re-
glonal office for Europe in order to provide
adequate space for the needs of that office.
On April 10, 1962, the Government of France
transferred to WHO title to the present Africa
regional office building and grounds and
plans are going forward for the extension of
the buildings to meet the greatly expanded
needs of that office. The committee will be
dealing with the budgetary aspects of this
extension. In New Delhi, the new office
building which members of the committee
saw under construction last year is nearly
completed. Its occupancy, however, is pres-
ently delayed by a lack of authorization of
sufficient electrical power to operate the
lighting and mechanical equipment installed
in the building. This matter is causing us
some concern and is now under negotiation
with the representatives of the Government
of India.

As In previous years, management sur-
veys have continued to be a useful tool for
the improvement of the administration of
the Organization. The work of the man-
agement staff has been divided between as-
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signments in headquarters and in the re-
glons. There have been a number of brief
management surveys of area offices in various
parts of the world; these surveys had the
dual purpose of improving the administra-
tion of the individual offices, and of pro-
viding material for the consideration of the
role and function of area representation in
general.

The rapid increase in the membership of
the Organization—between 20 and 25 per-
cent since this Assembly last met in
Geneva—brings to the Organization new op-
portunities as well as new responsibilities.
As we have welcomed these new members,
many of them newly independent, we should
reflect soberly on the tasks ahead of the
Organization; as we go about our work in
this committee and in the other parts of the
Health Assembly, we must bear constantly
in mind the significance of our work for the
future health and well-being of the world.

The emergence of the newly independent
states has added new dimensions to the need
for health to lead the way in international
action for economic and social development.
Their joining the international community
is sometimes accompanied by emergency
situations in health which have to be met
without delay. There are also cases when
they need a new type of assistance, and when
relatively modest additional help provided
by the Organization can give considerable
impetus to their efforts in the field of health.
As all members of the committee are only
too well aware, the health needs of the world
are very large, and they are particularly
great in the newly independent states, so
many of them in Africa.

In February last year, I mentioned to this
committee the developments which might be
foreseen for the decade of the 1960's, calling
attention to the fact that the international
organizations that make up the United Na-
tions family were being assigned increasing
responsibilities for providing assistance to
the developing countries and suggesting that
this recognition of the role of the organiza-
tions would continue to increase. Events
since that time bear out the prediction.

The United Nations Development Decade
with its objective of adopting “measures to
accelerate the elimination of illiteracy, hun-
ger and disease which seriously affect the
productivity of the people of the less-de-~
veloped countries,” is an expression of the
necessity for the world community to sup-
port the aspirations of the newly independ-
ent and other developing countries. This
committee can but appreciate, as did the
executive board, the decision of the United
Nations General Assembly on the decade, re-
flecting as it does the direct relationship be-
tween economie, social and health factors in
the development of the economically less-
developed countries. The decisions of earlier
Assemblies and of the board on this inter-
relationship reflect a clear understanding on
the part of the legislative and executive
bodies of the Organization that economic
growth is generated not only by money, ma-
terials and machinery but by human beings.
Solid and lasting results can be obtained
only from the interaction resulting from
bringing together healthy people and ma-
terial resources.

Fortunately, the World Health Organiza-
tlon faces its increasing responsibilities
girded with the experience galned during
the nearly 14 years since it came into being.
What was in 1948 a blueprint, wisely enun-
ciated by the founders of the Organization,
has become a living entity. The World
Health Assembly has, over the years, taken
wise decisions which have strengthened the
technical cooperation provided by the Or-
ganization. As these decisions have been
translated into action, the Organization has
gradually extended its coordinating activi-
ties to cover the entire health field. For
today, at the country level, WHO assists
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countries to coordinate all external re-
sources made avallable to them for the de-
velopment of their health services. At the
regional level, an effective regional partner-
ship of nations fights diseases as a common
enemy which displays no respect for their
political boundaries. At the world level,
WHO increasingly brings a significant con-
tribution to the international coordination
of medical research in cancer, cardiovascular
and other important health problems while,
at the same time, promoting an international
collaborative effort in blological standardiza-
tlon, health statistics and epidemiological
intelligence.

And these decisions and the debates which
preceded them have been remarkably free
of extraneous political considerations, as
they should be, since the experience of time
has demonstrated that the proper forum for
political debates is the General Assembly of
the United Nations. Indeed, we recognize
the importance to WHO that the United
Nations continue to serve and to gain
strength as the political organization in the
United Nations famlly, for its existence
makes it possible for WHO, unhampered by
political problems, to get on with its own
job—the attainment of all peoples of the
highest possible level of health.

Organizations reflect the characteristics
and qualities of their functions and their
memberships; some present their current
concepts of truth dogmatically and without
qualification. But those devoted to further-
ing sclence and its application present, as
they must, a public image that is the proto-
type of the scientist whose statements are
weighed and qualified, who speaks with mod-
esty and, above all, within the boundaries of
his competence. We all know the dangers
of the fallacy that experts in one area are
necessarily experts in another.

Recently, indications have emerged or sug-
gestions have been put forward that it might
be desirable to substitute direction for co-
ordination in the relationships between the
United Nations and the specialized agenciles,
for fear of imbalance or fragmentation of
programs. We in WHO have in the past, as
now, developed our forward thinking and
planning as an organization which is truly
international and not supranational. We
have always kept in mind that we are an
international organization established by
governments as the contracting parties which
agreed to the WHO constitution, which in-
cludes in its preamble a set of principles fol-
lowed by this statement: “Accepting these
prineiples and for the purpose of cooperation
among themselves and with others to pro-
mote and protect the health of all peoples.”

The executive board, in its organizational
study on coordination which is being sub-
mitted to this health assembly, in respect of
the word “fragmentation” used early in the
report of the ECOSOC committee on pro-
gram appralsals, commented: “If the word
is intended to suggest that there was once,
even as an idea, a whole, which was broken
up by a loose organization of the United Na-
tions family, it ecould be misleading and
would not reflect the historical development.
There are separate agencies because there are
and have been separate sciences, separate
disciplines, and separate—sometimes incom-
patible—needs of man. Scientific method
does not begin with a central fundamental
principle: it works upward from observed
detall through widening hypothesis, testing
at each stage.”

The World Health Organization has from
its early days dwelt on the importance to
each country of a balanced and integrated
health plan; and these health plans must,
of course, be brought into the appropriate
relationship with the governments' plans in
other social and economic sectors, to build
up a total plan for development. But sound

plans must be made step by step and sector
by sector to form the adequate whole—to do
otherwise would be like trying to build an
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edifice from the roof down—an engineering
impossibility. I believe that we must go for-
ward into the future undeterred by any fear
of potential imbalance among the parts mak-
ing up the whole. We must not allow fear
to prevent progress. The only way we have
to judge the future is by the past, and judg-
ing by the past, this Organization should
continue to grow in strength and capacity to
promote the health and well-belng of man-
kind. We must keep our course firmly set
towards that far horlzon on which is the
promise that the principles enunciated in
the constitution will all be realized.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield to the Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. First of all, I com-
mend the Senator from Vermont, and
also, if he will permit me, I associate
myself with his general thought and
theme that we make an intensive study
and research as to how the peace-
keeping operations of the U.N. can be
financed. His suggestions relating to the
International Bank are worthy of more
than a banker's evaluation, as the Sena-
tor has put it, which would be strictly
that of a financial point of view; they
are also worthy of a policy determina-
tion by the Government of the United
States and other governments.

It was my privilege some 2 or 3 weeks
ago to visit briefly with the present Act-
ing Secretary General of the United Na-
tions, U Thant. I was accompanied by
our Ambassador, Mr. Stevenson.

During that visit I emphasized the
importance which the Senate of the
United States placed upon a more or-
derly and established procedure for the
financing of United Nations activities
than we have observed to date. I pointed
out that the debate and discussion in
the Senate, in the Committee on Foreign
Relations, and by the public generally
did not represent merely an outburst of
momentary concern over the United Na-
tions and its policies but, more impor-
tantly, was directed toward trying to
systematize, to institutionalize, and to
formalize the financial procedures and
arrangements of the United Nations.

I tried to point out that we in the
Senate in particular did not wish to see
the United Nations weakened. I pointed
out we wished to see the United Nations
do its job, but not on the basis of a
constant emergency or crisis financial
arrangement.

I urged upon the Secretary General
that, if there were a desire for con-
tinuing cooperative and constructive re-
lationships with the Congress of the
United States, it would be highly de-
sirable to establish some sort of finance
minister or ministry for the United Na-
tions to get at the problem of financing,
particularly of the peacekeeping opera-
tions.

I, for one, wish to say I believe the
Senator from Vermont during all the
weeks and months of discussion we have
had of the U.N. bond issue really has
been attempting to get at the problem
not so much of the bond issue as such
but the problem as to how to best finance
United Nations operations on a regu-
larized, formalized, equitable basis.

It seems to me than any constructive
suggestion made is worthy of intensive
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study and objective analysis and, I hope,
some action. Therefore, I wish to asso-
ciate myself in general with what the
Senator from Vermont is attempting to
do.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate very sincerely the remarks of
the Senator from Minnesota.

I have contended ever since the be-
ginning of the year that it is possible for
the United Nations to continue for an
indefinite period into the future as a
peacekeeping organization. Unless the
members of United Nations realize there
are responsibilities connected with its
authority and seek to maintain fiscal
responsibilty as well as the responsibility
of ethics, it will be impossible for the
United Nations to continue as the prin-
cipal peacekeeping organization of the
world.

I should like to see the United Nations
succeed. I believe it has to be strength-
ened.

An international organization, as I
have tried to point out, does not have to
be fiscally irresponsible. If Senators will
read the report of the World Health Or-
ganization, an organization which I be-
lieve antedates the United Nations, they
will see that this organization, at least, is
maintaining fiscal responsibility.

The World Bank not only has main-
tained fiscal responsibility but also has
accumulated a surplus of $700 million,
The World Bank, as I have pointed out,
could not continue if general war should
break out throughout the world. It
seems to me perfectly proper that the
World Bank directors and members
should consider the contribution of at
least a part of their excess earnings to-
ward maintaining the peacekeeping
machinery of the United Nations. That
is the purpose of the talk I have given
today.

AUTHORITY FOR PERMANENT SUB-
COMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS
TO MEET DURING SENATE SES-
SION UNTIL 4 P.M.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
believe the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
McCrELLAN] has a request he wishes to
renew.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the distin-
guished acting majority leader.

Mr. President, the Permanent Subcom-
mittee on Investigations of the Commit-
tee on Government Operations of the
Senate is in the process of conducting a
series of public hearings. Of course, it
is necessary to prepare for the hearings
in advance. In this instance, as is true
in many other instances, some of the
witnesses come from great distances and
at Government expense.

I understand a unanimous-consent re-
quest was made earlier for the subcom-
mittee to meet this afternoon, and there
was objection to the request.

I have conferred with Senators who
interposed objection at that time and
explained to them the situation. They
have graciously consented to interpose
no objection if I ask unanimous consent
that the Permanent Subcommittee on
Investigations be permitted to meet
during the session of the Senate today
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until 4 o’clock this afternoon. I make
that unanimous-consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Arkansas? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

HIGHER EDUCATION FOR YOUNG

VETERANS ESSENTIAL—GI BILL IS
THE ANSWER

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
no single field of legislation is more im-
portant to the future of this country
than that of education. Despite the
fact that this is generally recognized, a
vast segment of our youth is faced with
the prospect of inability to acquire a
higher education, because of the grow-
ing cost of college training. This
neglected segment of our population is
made up of the cold war veterans.

The GI bills of World War II and the
Korean conflict have provided our coun-
try with young leaders in virtually every
vocational field. Itis absolutely essential
that we continue to provide the GI bill
for the education of those who served in
our military forces since the Korean con-
flict ended. A recent statement by a
Veterans’ Administration official shows
that up to the end of the calendar year
1961, more than 1,200,000 Korean con-
flict veterans have gone to college under
the GI bill. Some 45,000 of these vet-
erans studied science; 53,000 were
trained in medical and related profes-
sions; 163,000 studied some kind of engi-
neering; and 139,000 were trained to
teach.

At a time when national survival
depends on technical skills, when the
importance of medical research is clearer
to us than ever before, when school en-
rollments are faced with tremendous in-
creases, and when the need for teachers
increases in direct proportion, this na-
tion must act to fill the need for leaders
in these fields.

As author of a GI bill, cosponsored by
36 other Senators, to help young cold
war veterans break through the financial
and draft-law barricades of high cost
and delay in education, I urge support
for passage of Senate bill 349, so that our
veterans of today may get back into
school and may make themselves more
valuable to their families and to their
country.

Mr. President, there are 5 million of
these veterans of the cold war, but they
constitute only 45 percent of our young
men. The other 55 percent have not
served at all. But this 45 percent served
more than 2 years apiece; and the action
of the Government in calling them to
service has put them more than 2 years
behind in obtaining the education which
they must have. It is only just that the
45 percent who perform military serv-
ice today shall be able to get the educa-
tion they need.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp an article from
the Bonham, Tex., Daily Favorite of
Thursday, June 14, 1962. Bonham is the
hometown of the late beloved Speaker
of the House of Representatives, Sam
Rayburn,
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

KoreaNw VETERANS CHooOSE BuUsINESS COURSE
IN SCHOOLS

Korean conflict veterans who have thus
far taken advantage of the college education
benefits under the GI bill have made busi-
ness administration, engineering and teach-
ing their top classroom choilces.

Up to the end of calendar year 1961, more
than 1,200,000 Eorean conflict veterans have
gone to college under the GI program, Ed-
ward P. Onstot, manager of the Veterans'
Administration regional office in Dallas, sald.

Almost an equal number, 1,172,000, have
taken other types of training in schools
below college level or on-the-job training
classes or on-the-farm courses.

Of those students who went to college,
201,000 chose business administration, 163,-
000 selected engineering and 138,000 picked
teaching as their course of study.

First cholce of the GI engineering students
was electrical engineering, followed by me-
chanical and then clvil engineering.

The majority of those who prepared for
teaching careers entered general education
but several thousand have picked specialized
flelds such as industrial arts and physical
education, Onstot said.

Other vocational goals attracting large
numbers of EKorean conflict veterans turned
college students have been medicine and re-
lated professions with 53,000, sclence with
45,000; law with 44,000; business courses such
as accounting and advertising with 42,000;
social sclences with 40,000 and the ministry
with 13,000.

In reality, Onstot added, these veterans
have been studying for almost every conceiv-
able type of career at college. On the rolls
have been agronomists and zoologists; archi-
tects and dletitlans; newspaper reporters
and mathematicians; librarians and law en-
forcement officlals and many others.

However, all veterans whether in college
or still to begin their classes have less than
3 years to take advantage of the Korean GI
bill,

The law requires that all eduecation and
training of nondisabled Korean veterans
must be completed by January 31, 1966.

Veterans planning to enter classrooms
should not delay and those already in class
should prepare to accelerate their courses if
need be to avoid being cut off by the dead-
line date before they have reached their in-
tended goals, Onstot emphasized.

THE STRASBOURG CONFERENCE
AND THE FUTURE

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, the Washington Evening Star
of yesterday, June 19, published an in-
teresting article entitled “Strasbourg
Looks to Great Future,” written by Con-
stantine Brown. The article relates to
the emerging of a united Western Eu-
rope and the parliament which is devel-
oping at Strasbourg. I ask unanimous
consent that the article may be printed
at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

STrASBOURG LoOKSs TO GREAT FUTURE—PAR-
LIAMENT oF EuvuRore's StaTESMEN CONFI-
DENT UnITY Is DRAWING NEAR

{By Constantine Brown)

STRASBOURG, FRANCE—This ancient capital
of Alsace, which changed hands during the
wars between France and Gen:mmy, is look-
ing forward to a great future. It expects
to become the capital of a United Weste:
Europe. z
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Far-seeing real estate operators already
are engaged in purchasing acres of farm-
lands within miles of the center of Stras-
bourg. They speculate that when this sleepy
medieval city of less than 400,000 becomes
the “Washington of Europe" its population
will increase fourfold.

The Inter-European Parliament—a token
assembly of members from some 15 coun-
trles—has been functioning here for more
than a decade. It has been ineffectual, be-
cause the resolutions it passes with great
ceremony after long and learned debate are
platonic, All the same, important figures in
European politics attend the sessions,

Btrasbourg has become indeed the meet-
ing place of Europe's statesmen. As an in-
dication of its importance, many consuls
general are of ambassadorial rank, In the
lounges and dining rooms of the near-mod-
ernistic building which houses this unique,
and for the time being powerless, parliament,
one can meet Europe’s great and “will be
great” personages. They will tell you that
while the assemblage is now powerless, the
debates and exchanges of views make more
sense than those in the United Nations,

The representatives of both large and small
countries have no doubt that the unity of
Europe is a matter of months, despite the
recent apparent difficulties. When asked
what gives them this cocksureness, the an-
swer is always the same: “Germany and
France, which have been at drawn daggers
since the French Revolution, have buried
the hatchet.”

It is strange to find political personalities
here who regard NATO as a mere military
coalition. As such it has not much sub-
stance, since all coalitions are the result of
expediency in the face of a military threat.
“The unity of Europe, however,” says these
men who at the NATO meeting use a differ-
ent language, “is something different. It is
dictated by common economic and political
reasons rather than by military necessity.”

“This has become very obvlous,” sald one
of the will-be-great Europeans, “from the
grave frictions which have developed within
the NATO between the United States and
Germany and France and some of the lesser
allies.” And then he added, “I am not speak-
ing of the gquarrel between Washington and
Paris over the nuclear monopoly which you
insist must remaln in the hands of the Rus-
slans, British, and yourselves. I am speak-
ing about the change of attitude and the
efforts you are making to placate the Rus-
slans—provided they want to be placated by
you. I am speaking about the feeling which
exists in most European chancellories, which
is seldom expressed publicly, that Washing-
ton In its anxiety to purchase Russia’s good
will is willlng to overlook the interests of
other members of the coalition.

“That is, of course, inevitable in any coali-
tion with a wide range of varied interests.
‘Western Europe has become more ‘solid’ than
it was before the last war. It has also be-
come ideologically more conservative than
America and does not endorse your frantic
efforts to offer terms to the Soviet Union.”

When I contradicted this charge of ap-
peasement, the answer was, “Your President
himself stated recently in a public rebuke
to Bonn that America, which bears the main
burden of NATO, must decide what her best
interests are. Your efforts are also evidenced
by the negotiations which are taking place
between your official and unofficial emissaries
and those of the Kremlin., The Russians are
shrewd. They are informing the Germans,
as they did in the summer of 1939, about
everything that s sald to them in the utmost
secrecy by your and the British negotiators.

“In all fairness, American diplomacy
should not be blamed for having adopted the
tactics used for hundreds of years by the
Europeans; the tactics of doing what is best
for your temporary interests. If this is so,
our conviction is that you have learned
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much, and this is one of the reasons why the
creation of the United States of Europe—in
either a confederation or federation—must
become an accomplished fact in the near

future.”
———

SENATOR STENNIS A CREDIT TO
THE SENATE

Mr., ENGLE. Mr. President, in recent
weeks Senator JoEN E. STENNIS and his
Preparedness Investigating Subcommit-
tee have been involved in a highly
touchy subject: the censorship of
speeches by military personnel and the
role of the military in cold war educa-
tion. Under a lesser man such an in-
vestigation might have deteriorated into
a jungle of nerves and name calling.
But throughout the hearings, under cir-
circumstances that would try most men,
Senator STENNIS maintained a gentle
and kindly spirit and a fair and reason-
able hand.

An article in the June 25 issue of
Newsweek does a fine job of describing
the skill and art that Senator STENNIS
used in handling the contentious issue
before his committee. I ask unanimous
consent to append the following excerpts
from the article, which I commend to
the attention of my colleagues.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
orp, as follows:
|Excerpts from Newsweek, June 25, 1962]

TRIUMPH OF MODERATION

A senatorial investigation had died peace-
fully in its sleep. In sharp contrast to the
bold headlines that celebrated its birth last
January, the inguiry into the disconcerting
charges of muzzling members of the mili-
tary passed away all but unmourned in the
presence of a handful of reporters in a small
chamber adjoining the offices of the Senate
Armed Services Committee.

The cause of death, all agreed, was kind-
ness—the unfailing, judicial, courtly kind-
ness of JoHN CORNELIUS STENNIs, the junior
Senator from Mississippl and the chairman
of the investigating subcommittee. “Just
use your imagination,” said a committee staff
member, contemplating the inguiry’s limit-
less possibilities for sensationalism. “This
could have produced name calling, character
assassination, and probably full-scale in-
vestigation of both the Departments of
Defense and State.”

That it produced nothing of the sort rep-
resents a triumph of moderation.

StennN1s, who began his public career on
the bench, started by briefing himself com-
pletely on the issues. With a committee col-
league, GOP Senator LEVERETT SALTONSTALL,
of Massachusetts, he traveled to Gettysburg
to get the views of former President Eisen-
hower. He talked at great length with such
respected military leaders as Adm. Arleigh
Burke and Gen. Thomas D. White. Then,
with all cameras—television and still—
barred from the Senate caucus room, the
parade of witnesses began. StenNIs and his
fellow committee members heard them at
inordinate length.

At General Walker’s long-awaited appear-
ance, the galleries packed with his right-
wing admirers, STENNIS could not have been
‘more courteous, more generous with the
committee’s time and patience.

And so, at this jurisprudential pace, the
hearings moved out of the public conscious-
ness and dragged on to the final dreary
session.

It is not of such stuff that bold black
newspaper headlines are fashioned, and no-
body knows that better than Senator
Stenwis, But it serves to illustrate force-
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fully the Stennis method: “to hear all the
points involved and let the witness make
any point, be they facts or just arguments.”
Out of such cool and careful strategy, the
Senator from Mississippl Induced judicial
calm in an atmosphere of passion,

“The committee,” STENNIS explained last
week, “was an arm of the Senate, and I be-
lieve in the Senate.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not,
morning business is closed.

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS
SATELLITE SYSTEM

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask the Presiding Officer to lay before
the Senate the unfinished business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the un-
finished business.

Without objection, the Senate re-
sumed the consideration of the bill (H.R.
11040) to provide for the establishment,
ownership, operation, and regulation of
a commercial communications satellite
system, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments offered by the Senator from
Louisiana | Mr. LoNG].

REPLY TO CRITICS OF SUSPENDING
AID TO YUGOSLAVIA

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, a
short time ago the Senate took action
on the foreign aid authorization bill. In
that connection the Senate adopted an
amendment to prohibit aid, including the
providing of surplus food assistance, to
Communist nations or Marxist nations.
Then the amendment was modified, so
that its net effect was to prevent eco-
nomic assistance to Yugoslavia.

The position taken by Senators who
supported my amendment, which would
have prohibited aid to Yugoslavia in the
first place, has been vigorously attacked
by a number of outstanding people and
institutions. Perhaps the most effective,
eloquent, and comprehensive statement
of the position of those who oppose the
position of the Senator from Wisconsin
was stated by the distinguished assistant
majority leader [Mr. HUMPHREY].

In addition, however, there have been
some very emphatic statements by Mr.
Kennan, our Ambassador to Yugoslavia,
who called the attitude of Senators who
had taken positions of opposition “ap-
palling ignorance.” In an editorial the
New York Times stated that the Senate
was guilty of “folly” for what it did. A
great newspaper in my own State stated
that Senators were merely showing how
anti-Communist they were. Under Sec-
retary of State Ball, in describing the
action of Senators who opposed aid to

those countries, called it a “no win
policy.”
Mr. President, I believe the very

thorough and persuasive statement of
the distinguished assistant majority
leader should be answered. The state-
ment went into considerable detail, and
I expect to answer it point by point,
seriatim. Before I do so, however, I wish
to make clear that I have favored foreign
aid in the past and I expect to do so in
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the future. Our foreign aid program as
a whole has been successful. There is
no question that the Marshall plan was
one of the most brilliant foreign policy
successes this country has ever had. The
Greek-Turkish aid program probably
saved a very important section of Europe
from Communist domination. In more
recent years, our foreign aid program has
had its successes, too. I feel very
strongly that any foreign aid proposal
should, in the first place, require clear
justification.

After all, we are spending the money
of American taxpayers. We are spend-
ing American taxpayers’ money, by and
large, to support and develop the econ-
omies of foreign countries, not the econ-
omy of the United States. It seems to
me, therefore, that at this time particu-
larly foreign aid spending should be
serutinized carefully because we are in-
curring a big deficit in the present fiscal
year. We shall have a big deficit next
year, on the basis of all predictions. In
particular, we have a very serious bal-
ance-of-payments problem. The Presi-
dent is concerned about it. Economists
and others are very deeply concerned
about it. There is no question that few
actions of the Congress contribute more
directly to our balance-of-payments dif-
ficulty than does foreign aid, particu-
larly when it involves loans or grants of
American dollars.

One of the soundest principles that
has been adopted by the present admin-
istration, a principle which I think was
welcome on the part of those of us who
have been concerned about foreign aid
in the past, was the principle embodied
in the Alliance for Progress proposals.
That is the principle that, if we give aid
to a country in South America or in
Latin America, that aid should be de-
signed to help all the people of that
country, not merely a few people at
the top. The principle we have adopted
in the Alliance for Progress program is
most encouraging, not only because it is
based upon a solid and sound principle,
not only because it means that our aid
will be far more productive, but also be-
cause the basis, the kernel, the funda-
mental aspect of such aid is that it will
advance freedom in South America and
Latin America.

As to the kind of strings that should
be attached to our Alliance for Progress
aid, and how it shall be administered,
we have said that we shall insist, in
countries where a very small group of
people own most of the land, and where
tax systems are unfair and regressive,
there must be tax reforms and land re-
forms, and such reforms must be under-
taken in an effective way before we give
our hard-earned taxpayers’ dollars to
those countries.

That principle makes a great deal of
sense. I hope the program will be ad-
ministered as strictly as possible on this
principle, and that those criteria will
be insisted upon.

But if we insist on that kind of prin-
ciple in dealing with our good friends
from South America, does it not make
sense also to insist that when we give aid
to any country, to the extent that we
can persuade the government of such a
country to do so, their people should be
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given as much freedom and as much op-
portunity as possible to develop? Of
course, we cannot insist that they con-
form to the Constitution of the United
States. We must give aid to Turkey,
Pakistan, Franco’s Spain, South Korea,
and many other areas in which govern-
ments are dictatorial.

But certainly if we are to give aid to
a Communist dictatorship, if we are to
give aid to a country which, as I shall
show with full documentation in the
Recorp, has alined itself over and over
again with the Soviet bloc, we should in-
sist that that country do its best to pro-
vide greater freedom for the people
within the country, and that it also
support us once in a while.

I cannot see anything wrong with
attaching conditions of that kind. When
the Congress states, as the Proxmire
amendment provided, that aid to Yugo-
slavia should be suspended, it seems fo
me that in view of the clear legislative
history that was made at the time the
amendment was pressed the position of
the Congress was that we should not give
Yugoslavia aid because Yugoslavia has
not supported our position in our contest
with the Soviet Union. Rather it has
gone down the line to support the Soviet
Union, over and over again.

Finally, I feel very strongly that for-
eign aid must serve the interests of the
United States, the interests of our foreign
policy, the interests of our security, and
our overriding interest to achieve peace
in the world.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Iam happy to yield
to my friend from Minnesota.

Mr, HUMPHREY. I appreciate the
Senator’s courtesy in informing me that
he was about to make his speech. I
know it will be a well-documented and
well-thought-out presentation. One of
the things that troubled me about the
amendment was that I have no doubt
that Mr. Tito is a Communist and that
his regime is a Communist regime. But
I had the feeling that for the past years
Tito's regime was less closely affiliated
with or under the heel of the Kremlin
than was the regime of Poland. The
Senator’s amendment applied to Yugo-
slavia, for which I hold no particular
brief, but excluded Poland. Poland is
in the Warsaw Pact. Poland has at
least 12 divisions of troops. I inquired
as to those troops. Some of them are
very good. I think the Polish people are
non-Communist. They are one of the
most delightful of all peoples in Europe.
But Poland has a Communist gov-
ernment.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The reason why
the Senafor from Wisconsin was very
specific in seeking to strike from the bill
aid to Yugoslavia was that there was no
aid for Poland in the bill, consequently
there was no point in excluding Poland.
The bill excluded her. I specifically
asked the staff and the Senator handling
_the bill whether any aid for Poland was
provided in the bill. I was told that it
was not. When the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. LavscHE] offered his amendment,
which went further than did the amend-
ment of the Senator from Wisconsin, and
also struck out Public Law 480 assistance,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

which, as the Senator from Minnesota
well knows was not in the bill, the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin enthusiastically sup-
ported it, but did so with the feeling that
it was doomed to defeat. It was passed
and wiped out foreign aid to those coun-
tries. But it was a 24-hour triumph.

Mr. HUMPHREY. There was nothing
in the foreign aid authorization bill pre-
scribing aid to Yugoslavia.

Mr. PROXMIRE. There was $10
million.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Not in the bill.
There was a proposal before the AID
administration for a loan of $10 million,
but there was no provision in the bill
that would have prevented considera-
tion of a proposal from Poland for a
loan.

I sat through all the hearings of the
Foreign Relations Committee, The
Senator from Wisconsin and I well know
that proposals made by our Government
are contained in what we call secret
documents. We do not care to have
everything spread out to public view
country by country, because otherwise
one country might be played off against
another, and there would be all kinds
of pressure upon every Senator. Many
people have favorites among the coun-
tries to be assisted, and they would like
to see some benefited more than others.
So about 9 years ago we stopped in-
serting in the bills descriptions of areas,
regions, and country-by-country aid.
The provisions were designated by func-
tions. We inserted provisions for tech-
nical assistance, economic assistance,
military assistance, and the President’s
emergency fund. But the recipient
countries were not identified.

I believe a proposal was made, or was
being considered, involving a $10 million
loan to Yugoslavia. Ambassador
Kennan was right when he said that
the aid had begun to taper off, so far as
economic aid to Yugoslavia was con-
cerned. I believe the Senator’s point
about the economic aid is a point that
can be well documented. I believe that
what was involved in this instance was
methodology. The Ambassador felt that
we had been doing quite well with
our policy toward Yugoslavia under the
difficult circumstances that existed. I
would not want the Recorp to indicate
that there was any language in the bill
which prohibited a loan to Poland, as
distinct from a loan to Yugoslavia.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Let me answer the
Senator on that point. First there was
before AID a program for economic de-
velopment of $10 million in Yugoslavia.
My amendment killed that. Of course
there was nothing in the bill that would
have prevented aid to Poland or pre-
vented such aid to Russia, East Germany,
or China.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Oh, yes. I have
to disagree with my distinguished friend.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Aid to East Ger-
many?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Oh, yes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Or aid to Bulgaria?

Mr. HUMPHREY, Oh, yes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Or North Korea?

Mr. HUMPHREY. There is a provi-
sion that spells it out.

Mr. PROXMIRE. But those provi-
sions have been very loosely applied in
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the past. There was a provision which
in my judgment would have prevented
Public Law 480 aid to Poland. In my
judgment, the proposal urged by the
Senator from Illinois [Mr, DIRKSEN] and
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MaNs-
FIELD] would prevent effective Public
Law 480 aid either to Yugoslavia or
Poland, especially Poland, because the
language states, in effect, that no aid
may be given to any country which is a
part of the international Communist
conspiracy.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Communist or
Marxist controlled.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The amendment
as finally adopted established the criteria
the President would have to meet. Un-
der those circumstances, I was con-
vinced that Poland could not meet those
criteria. On the other hand, I was con-
vinced, on the basis of the action of the
last three Presidents, that Public Law
480 aid could be given to Poland in spite
of restriction we wrote into the law. To
say that the bill would have prevented
aid to East Germany means that we ex-
pect the President to conform to the
language. I am sure he will do so in the
case of East Germany. There are no
plans for economic development aid to
Poland. Ifeel quite convinced that there
will not be any economic development
aid to Poland. However, there was a
definite plan and program which the
State Department and the President
had every intention of putting into ef-
fect, involving a $10 million economic
development loan to Yugoslavia.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is
correct; there was a proposal for what
used to be called a development loan for
Yugoslavia.

However, there was no prohibition
against economic aid for Poland. The
Polish people themselves had been
hoping that they could get some eco-
nomic aid. Their Economic Minister
was in this country hoping to negotiate
an economic loan from the Development
Loan Fund. While there was a pro-
hibition against economic aid for Yugo-
slavia, against which a case can be
made—and the Senator has done well in
presenting his case—it is my view that
if there is to be a prohibition with re-
spect to Yugoslavia, it should be ex-
tended, as the Senator and several other
Senators feel, to other countries as well.

If there is any question about author-
izing economic aid to East Germany
that situation should be cleared up. The
only reason that the previous adminis-
tration considered any aid to Poland
was a result of the Poznan riots in 1956,
the coming to power of the Gomulko
regime, the anti-Stalinist attitude of the
Polish government, and also the feeling
on the part of our high State Depart-
ment officials and policy planners that
aid to Poland might help insure Poland
a degree of independence.

This program involves an element of
risk. It is based upon the human equa-
tion of calculation. The Senator’s argu-
ment can be made very persuasively that
aid to Communist countries is a bad risk.
The Senator feels that it was a bad risk.

Now, I do not put all authoritarian
governments on the same plane. For
instance, I do not equate a regime such
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as Franco's with a Communist regime.
I do not want any misunderstanding
about that on the basis of the aid we
give to Spain. I support such aid, be-
cause we have military need for bases
in Spain, and because we have a security
need in Spain. I also believe that some
of our aid to Spain has been very help-
ful to the Spanish people, even though
it has gone to them through the Franco
government, with the exception of sur-
plus food, which has been distributed
ably and fairly by the Catholic welfare
group. Our aid to Generalissimo Franco
is a painful exigency of the cold war.
I regret it, but it cannot be helped.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Let me say to the
Senator from Minnesota that while I
support aid to any country which can
provide the United States with impor-
tant bases, as Franco's Spain does, never-
theless I have mixed feelings about it.
I recognize, as I am sure the Senator
recognizes, that Franco is a ruthless
tyrant. There is no real freedom in
Spain under Franco. Our aid enables
him to remain in power. I would not
say that he could not stay in power with-
out our aid, but it is conceivable that
the aid is one of the ways by which this
tyrant stays in power.

I have real misgivings about this kind
of aid being given to any country, when
I realize that the aid must be given
through the Government and used by the
Government, not to aid people who op-
pose the Government, but as one of the
tools which enables the tyrant to stay in
power.

That is why it is particularly bad to
give aid to a Communist country, which
has consistently, especially in recent
years, supported the Soviet Union.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iam of the opinion
that the aid which we have extended to
Franco in Spain, while it may very well
have given some degree of stability to
Franco's regime, has also tended to some
degree to liberalize his economy. When
I visited that country I was shocked by
the backwardness of the economy. I
came fo the conclusion, after having
much different feelings, some years ago,
that the Western European countries
which had isolated Spain because of the
Franco regime were making a mistake,
that a flow of trade and cultural con-
tacts with the Spanish people and
Spanish officialdom would have a tend-
ency to liberalize the social, political, and
economic pattern of Spain.

This was my view. I still hold it. I
believe that recent developments in
Spain have shown that to be the case.
It is true that Franco has imposed the
rule of force upon his people. However,
Franco will not always be there. One
of these days there will be a more lib-
eral regime in Spain. I believe that
regime will fall within the pattern of
what we call the Western European lib-
eralism, rather than that of leftism or
Marxism, or communism, which might
have been the fate of Europe if we had
not tried to help their peoples, even
though we had to help them through
their governments.

Mr. PROXMIRE. What the Senator
says does not square with our experience
elsewhere. Let us consider the situation
in 1958, when I introduced an amend-
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ment to eliminate aid to Batista's regime
in Cuba, because he was a reactionary
dictator. I was convinced that our aid
to Cuba was helping Batista stay in
power. Futhermore, it was identifying
the United States with his kind of tyr-
anny. I am convinced that one of the
reasons Castro has gone so completely
against us is that the Cuban people and
the followers of Castro, and probably
Castro himself, got the idea that we were
helping to keep Batista in power, and
that we were opposed to a so-called peo-
ple’s revolution. Therefore we must be
very careful about this kind of situation
and recognize that, merely because we
give aid to a country, we are not neces-
sarily fostering democratic development.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I agree with the
Senator from Wisconsin. The point I
was trying to make is that when we give
aid, we do not give it merely to help a
counfry; we do it on the basis of what
we believe is our naftional interest. In
the instance of Spain, I voted against
aid for Spain at one time in my period
of service in the Senate. I finally came
around to voting for aid for Spain be-
cause I thought that to do so was in our
national interest. As a byproduct of that
aid, I think there has been some im-
provement in the standard of living of
the Spanish people, in whom I have my
interest. I am confident that in the
days to come, because of our continuing
involvement with the Spanish people,
Franco will be followed by a more lib-
eral regime.

In the instance of Yugoslavia, I have
never deluded myself about its merits,
and I have been involved in these dis-
cussions and debates for years. My own
argument—and it is one Senator’'s argu-
ment—is, first, that the President of the
United States, the present President,
ought not to be tied down any more
specifically than were his predecessors.
Actually, our economic aid to Yugoslavia
was being reduced sharply, and the
present administration did not show any
great desire to expand the program; in
fact, as many Senators pointed out, it
has begun to taper it off.

Second, I believe we extended aid to
Yugoslavia for only one reason, namely,
that Tito had broken with Stalin, and
also that Yugoslavia gave assistance to
Greece and Turkey. Yugoslavia's will-
ingness to assist the guerillas in the
civil war in Greece brought about peace
in Greece, and thereby Greece became a
needed ally. It was a calculated polit-
ical, strategic decision on the part of the
United States that aid to Tito was bet-
ter than leaving Tito to be destroyed by
the Soviet Union or brought solidly
within the Soviet bloe.

This is not the kind of issue which we
can take out to the public and make any
great progress with, because it gets down
to coldblooded, almost Machiavellian
calculations in the field of foreign policy
and national security.

I know we who have defended the
authority of the President to take these
actions in the field of diplomacy with-
out restriction and restraint, which the
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amendment would have imposed, have a
hard case to prove to the public; but
by the same token I do not believe we
can ask the President of the United
States to be responsible for the security
of the country in the field of diplomacy,
and then tie his hands at a time when
he seems to need a little more flexibility,
or as much as his predecessors had.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I agree wholeheart-
edly that we should not tie the hands
of the President of the United States if
we can help it. I think we ought to
give as much flexibility as possible. But
I do believe, and I think I can develop
this area of the argument, that this
question is clearly within congressional
discretion, constitutionally and on the
basis of precedent. So it is not a ques-
tion of tying the President’s hands. Ac-
tually, he has a $4,600 million foreign
aid bill, which has had knocked out of
it only a tiny portion of 1 percent, if
we eliminate the $10 million aid program
to Yugoslavia.

In my judgment, there was justifica-
tion in the past for aiding Tito, because
from 1948 to 1952 Tito was helpful to us
and was very much and very effectively
opposed to Stalin. Undoubtedly, one of
the main reasons why we succeeded in
Greece and Turkey was due to the pro-
gram of aid to Tito. But we have given
$2 billion worth of aid since then, and
he has lined up, as I think I can show,
in the last several years consistently
against us.

He has worked hard to undermine us,
and in some areas he has been successful.

The first question raised by the Sena-
tor from Minnesota is whether aid to a
Communist- or a Marxist-dominated
country could ever conceivably be in the
interest of the United States. As I view
the situation, and as I think most Sena-
tors view it, this is a question of a 1-year
authorization bill. The two countries
involved are Yugoslavia and Poland. I
shall not talk about a number of other
countries which some people say have
been Marxist influenced or dominated. A
leading Wisconsin newspaperman asked
me if the denial of such aid would affect
Scandinavian countries, because they
have been somewhat Marxist influenced.
As a practical matter of course, they
would not be affected. The legislative
history is very clear on this.

I suppose it has even been said by some
that our own country is Marxist domi-
nated. But in terms of the actual, prac-
tical matter of what happened on the
floor of the Senate, we were talking about
the fiscal year 1963, and we were speak-
ing about Yugoslavia and Poland.

Then it was said by the Senator from
Minnesota that there has been a tend-
ency in our country to get into fixed or
immobilized positions on national poli-
cies. Even after they no longer serve
the national interest, we seem to get into
a fixed, immobilized position. So said
the Senator from Minnesota.

Now, as a matter of fact, this is what
has happened in continuing aid to Yugo-
slavia, in view of her conduct.

In spite of the solid and sensible lead-
ership of Secretary of State Rusk—and
he has rendered an outstanding per-
formance—the fact is that the State
Department is a bureaucracy, and a big
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bureaucracy. As a bureaucracy, it has
a vested interest, as do its leaders and
ambassadors, in its record, and especially
* the record of urging support for Tito in
good season and bad, whether Tito is in
or out of bed with the US.S.R.

All of us as humans have a vested in-
terest in the course we have argued. It
is very, very hard to reverse ourselves
and recognize our errors. It is especially
difficult when the reversal has to be
achieved by a huge bureaucracy.

Under these circumstances, Congress
serves a useful purpose when it chal-
lenges the State Department, especially
when the challenge is wrapped into an
authorization bill which compels the De-
partment to justify its position; and
when Congress stands ready to force
a reversal of policy if the position is not
justified.

Recently, the President of the United
States spoke at Yale University on eco-
nomiec myths, mistaken, outdated notions
that develop out of the human difficulty
of adjusting to changing conditions.
Whether myths or truths, these ideas
need to be challenged. I welcomed the
President’s speech; I thought the frame-
work was excellent and useful. But I
submit that the myth that our national
interest is served by economic support
for a Communist dictator who is work-
ing night and day to undermine the U.S.
position throughout the world should be
challenged.

Prof. Zbigniew Brzezinski, director of
the Research Institute on Communist Af-
fairs of Columbia University, recently
wrote:

From the standpoint of Western policy, it
is dangerous to assume that the internal
conflicts of the Communist world will neces-
sarily lead to a relaxation in international
tensions. If an open split takes place, it
will presumably involve mutual accusations,
and the Soviets will be charged by the Chi-
nese with excessive moderations, and the
Soviet leadership may find it necessary to
demonstrate its revolutionary primacy by
adopting a more rigid and insolent policy
toward the West.

It would be hazardous to make con-
cessions to Khrushchev on the assump-
tion that he is to be preferred to other,
possibly more militant Communist lead-
ers. The paradox of the present situa-
tion is that concessions to Khrushchev
weaken his argument with Mao by seem-
ingly proving Mao's proposition that the
West will yield if pushed hard enough.

If the West had not been fair with Khru-

shchev in the past, it would have weakened
his arguments and would have provided him
with no impetus for making an open break
with the more militant Communists.
' 'So long as we remain credibly committed
to fighting the Soviet Union whenever the
Soviet Union attacks our vital interests, we
give the Soviet leaders the survival induce-
ment to take chances even with Communist
unity and peaceful victories. The Soviet
leadership would prefer to have both Com-
munist unity and peaceful victorles. Our
policy of firmness forces it to choose between
the two and, indeed, it may result in deny-
ing both objectives to it.

Of course, exactly the same is true of
Tito. So long as he can be both a mili-
tant international Communist leader
building his economy, and maintain his
dictatorship with U.S. aid, he will do
both. Only if we make it clear that
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our support is conditional upon his
stopping this international Communist
game will he cooperate.

Over and over again it has been said
that we should applaud Tito because 70
percent of his trade is with the West-
ern nations. That is exactly why we
should insist that there should be some
political support for our position. He is
dependent upon us economically. He is
dependent upon us for 70 percent of his
trade. Most of his effective aid comes
from this country. Under those circum-
stances, it makes sense to expect that
Yugoslavia will refrain from supporting
the Soviet Union again and again and
again, in matters directly affecting our
foreign policy interests.

Mr. President, with 70 percent of Tito's
trade with the West; with his country—
according to Ambassador Kennan's
statement of only a few days ago—more
urgently in need of support than ever
before; and with our food shipments
under Public Law 480 crucial to the peo-
ple of Yugoslavia, certainly we have
power; and we should be willing to use
it to insist on certain conditions. And
we should be willing to cut off our aid
if Tito does not “come across.” Everyone
who is familiar with Tito testifies to what
a realist and a hard bargainer he is.
Under the circumstances, certainly we
should use the power and the adVﬁntage
we have, and we should use them 'effec-
tively.

In his speech, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]
also said:

Either we trust the President of the United
States, under our system, to administer aid
funds in accordance with the sense of Con-
gress, or we put Congress in the role of an ad-
ministrator, an executor of the laws, This
would violate the concept of the separation
of powers. History is replete with examples
of the trouble which results when a multi-
member legislature assumes executive func-
tlions.

Mr. President, this is a very, very dif-
ficult point for me to accept, because
Congress clearly has the duty, as well as
the right, to determine whether money
should be spent, how much money, and
for what purposes. Certainly this power
includes the power to determine whether
a specific country or a group of coun-
tries should receive our aid. The
amendment which provided for cutting
off aid to Yugoslavia was not an ad-
ministrative action in any sense. If was
simply a provision of the law which ex-
plicitly stated where Congress felt this
country’s foreign aid funds should be
spent or should not be spent. So it is
very diffieult for me to understand how
that is interference with a presidential
prerogative.

Then the Senator from Minnesota
stated:

Foreign aid is not merely an economic
program; it is a political program. Foreign

aid helps other countries, but its essential
purpose is to help the United States.

Mr. President, I believe this, and this
is precisely why both the politics of Tito
and, especially, his attacks on the United
States and his constant efforts to prose-
lytize other countries to communism,
and against the United States, mean that
we should use our foreign aid wisely,
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and should be prepared to withdraw it
or suspend it or condition it, depending
on Tito’s actions; and I think I can say
that his actions have been right down
the line with Khrushchev, just as if he
were formally behind the Iron Curtain,
although he is not.

Then in his speech the Senator from
Minnesota said:

No matter how much lipservice Tito may
pay to such vague concepts as “proletarian
internationalism,” he is not the man to
knuckle under to the direction of Moscow
in either his foreign or domestic policies.
Whatever he may be, Tito is a nationalist.

Mr. President, here is the real crux
and the nexus of our disagreement.
Tito is more than a nationalist; he is an
internationalist, and he has said so, and
he has demonstrated it. The Belgrade
conference of neutrals, which was called
in Yugoslavia, with Tito as the host, was
for the purpose of pressing for adoption
of the Khrushchev party line—which
Tito did very effectively and very em-
phatically in his speech there. Tito’s
constant visits in Asia and Africa, which
in recent years have been stepped up,
are not for the purpose of promoting
national communism, communism in
Yugoslavia, but are for the purpose of
promoting a militant international com-
munism; and in some areas his visits
and his efforts have been very effective.

The next point the Senator from
Minnesota made in his speech was:

Another point we are prone to forget is
that there has been a constant fluctuation
in Soviet-Yugoslav relations. Now the pen-
dulum is swinging back again toward what
appears to be improved relations—influ-
enced, in all likelihood, by economic rather
than political considerations,

Of course Tito has sided with the
West in part because of economic con-
siderations. Tito has swung to the West
because, as I have said, 70 percent of
Yugoslavia's trade is with the West, and
because Tito has to rely on and count on
our aid. Under those circumstances, he
has far, far too rarely swung over—as
he should consistently—to the position of
supporting the West.

Despite his economic dependence on us,
his political swing has been in precisely
the opposite direction, all-out Soviet
Union support. And it is this political
conduct which is unforgivable.

Then the Senator from Minnesota
said, in his speech:

Who is to say that Tito and Khrushchev
are Inseparably linked together, or, even if
they are, that international communism is
necessarily the stronger for it. It could
make the differences between Khrushchev
and his “hard line" Stalinist rivals all the
more difficult to bridge, and widen the gap
between the Soviet Union and Communist
China.,

Mr. President, the point which this
argument boils down to is that no matter
what Tito does in his relationships with
Khrushchev and with the Soviet Union,
he merits the generosity of the United
States taxpayers. If Tito opposes
Khrushchev, then the bloc is splitting
up, and Khrushchev has a bone in his
throat, and our policy is working nobly.
But if Tito cozies up to Khrushchev and
supports him all the way, as he has been
doing, this is great. too, because it means
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that Tito is softening up EKhrushchev,
and that together they are splitting off
from Mao or from Hoxha, in Albania.

However, Mr, President, it seems to me
that it is rather apparent that we should
keep our eye on the fact that Tito, in
season or out, regardless of whether he
is supporting or is opposing the Soviet
Union, is actively engaged—not only in
Yugoslavia, but also in Africa and Asia
and throughout the world, and even in
South America—in getting as much sup-
port for international communism as he
possibly can. So we should keep our eyes
on that situation, rather than on Tito’s
acquiescence with or his quarrels with
Khrushchev.

Does the fact that Russia differs with
China mean that we should give our sup-
port to China, when China is engaged In
a struggle against us? Of course not.

Furthermore, the big split is between
Russia and China—with Russia being
the big and dominant power and China
being the more militant but far weaker
power. But both China and Russia are
working against us. In this situation the
obvious position occupied by Tito is that
of supporting EKhrushchev and Russia
in their methods and techniques aimed
at attaining world Communist domina-
tion.

Next, Mr. President, Russia’s milifary
assistance to India was cited by the Sen-
ator from Minnesota as an example of
the split in the Communist bloe, because,
so we were told, it assists India to op-
pose Red China. Buf far more signifi-
cant, it seems to me, in India's accept-
ing aid from Russia, is the fact that it
tends to bring India under Russian in-
fluence and control. This is especially
true of Mig Soviet plane sales, gifts, or
aid to India.

As a matter of fact, our President and
the administration generally are deeply
concerned about Russian aid to India,
and certainly not heartened about it, and
should not be. I think we must recog-
nize that Khrushchev happens to be fol-
lowing a temporary policy of relative
peacefulness in Russia’s warlike policy.
Russia is the dominant Communist coun-
try—not China. There is no effective
nuclear power in China, and there will
not be for many years. It was reported
the other day by Joseph Alsop that China
is genuinely concerned about invasion
from Formosa, and that hunger has
really weakened, seriously and con-
spicuously, the strength and the popu-
larity of the Communist government,

In supporting the position of the ad-
ministration, and in opposing those in
Congress who opposed aid to Yugoslavia,
Ambassador Kennan said this: Congress
conveyed to the Yugoslav Government
“as it moves into a crucial phase of de-
velopment of its relations with the East
that there are no possibilities in United
States-Yugoslav relations which could
offer a favorable alternative to the Hob-
son’s choice of reassociation in the Soviet
bloe or acceptance of complete economic
and political isolation in Europe.” -

It seems to me this statement of the
Ambassador insults our intelligence.
Yugoslav aid has come overwhelmingly
from us. Her trade is more than 70 per-
cent with the West. Suspending aid for
1 year, as I proposed, would not mean
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complete economic and political isola-
tion. The fact is that Yugoslavia will
continue to trade, not only with us, but
with Western Europe. Even cutting out
Public Law 480 aid for most-favored-
nation treatment does not destroy Yugo-
slav economic ties with the West. It puts
effective pressure on Tito, and I think
we should put tough, hard pressure on
him. After all, if our foreign aid is to
have any direction at all, it is to promote
freedom in the world and fo stop com-
munism. When we have given him
these many concessions, and Tito con-
tinues, as he did at Belgrade, to under-
cut us, why should we not use this power?

The political isolation, opposed to us
and in support of Khruschev, has not
been our choice; it has been Tito's; and
it has been made in spite of the fact that
Yugoslavia’s overwhelming trade is with
the West, and the fact that we export
three times as much into Yugoslavia as
Yugoslavia sends to us.

Ambassador Kennan's statement that
this isolation of Yugoslavia from the
West caused by aid suspension would be
“the greatest windfall that could have
befallen Soviet diplomacy in this area”
seems to me to make no sense at all.
Ehrushchev should be happy that he
had as good a supporter as Tito—and he
has been a good supporter, as I shall
show in a moment—who has been re-
cruiting nations for communism and has
been supporting Khruschev all out. Why
should Khrushchev feel that he has re-
ceived a windfall because we have re-
duced, or cut off, or suspended our aid
to Tito?

It is perfectly obvious that Tito does
not trade with the West because he
prefers freedom to communism. Exactly
the opposite is the fact. I defy anyone
to show where Tito has relented one bit
from his Communist position. The fact
is that he has said he is a Communist,
and he has backed that statement with
action over and over again. He trades
with the West because he needs what
the West can sell or give him. It
strengthens his ability to sell interna-
tional communism and the Khrushchev
party line.

Under these circumstances, there is
every reason why Khrushchev should be
concerned and displeased with the ac-
tion of the U.S. Congress in limiting the
assistance that has been building up a
Communist economy in Yugoslavia, pre-
sided over by a Communist dictator, who
has been faithful to Khrushchev con-
sistently in the past few years.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana.
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Does it not
actually tend fo benefit the Communist
movement in many respects that this
movement can take advantage of the na-
tionalistic yearnings of the people? It
seems to this Senator that one of the
strongest improvements Khrushchev has
made in advancing world communism,
compared to the Stalin line, has been
that Khrushchev has shown flexibility
and has taken advantage of the patri-
otic desires of people in support of their
nationalistic feelings. He has learned
to take advantage of the nationalistic

Mr. Presi-
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feelings of the people in order to make
their countries Communist nations. Of
course, as we know, once they have be-
come Communist nations, we can be
fairly certain that, in the event of a life
and death strugegle, they are going to be
against us.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I agree whole-
heartedly with that statement. As the
Senator from Louisiana has said so well,
Khrushchev has a wisdom that Stalin
did not have. He has taken advantage
of nationalistic aspirations. It has not
only helped Khrushchev to establish
stronger world communism, but has
meant a more effective unity. The fact
is that while we could say that when we
help build a stronger Communist Yugo-
slavia we tend to split the Communists
apart; at the same time it could also be
said that when we build up the separate
entities of the Communist world, in the
aggregate they are stronger. As Tito
said at Belgrade in 1956, in event of war
as well as peace he would fight shoulder
to shoulder with the Soviet Union
against the enemies of socialism, as he
put it, or us.

What can we conclude but that we are
helping communism when we build up
Yugoslavia’s economy? Of course we
are.

I think the Senator from Louisiana is
correct and that the flexibility Khru-
shchev has followed makes sense. He
has demonstrated this not only with
Yugoslavia, but with other Communist
bloe nations.

I have been to Poland, and I have
talked to the Polish people. It seems to
me clear that Gomulka is Khrushchev’s
man in Warsaw. Gomulka has made it
clear to the Polish people over and over
again, by pictures and demonstrations,
that the enormous armed might of the
Soviet Union can roll and sweep into
Poland at any time, and that therefore
Poland is subject to the Soviet Union.
Under those circumstances, for us to
build up Poland is just to deceive our-
selves. It is merely to build up the Com-
munist bloe, by building one of its parts.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I would like to make this clear. I
believe the Senator from Wisconsin feels
as I do. I have high respect and a great
admiration for the President of the
United States. I have a very warm feel-
ing for him as a former colleague. I
must say that my agreement with the
Senator from Wisconsin about this mat-
ter in nowise diminishes my respect for
the sincere and patriotic desires of the
President to best serve the interests of
this Nation. My desire is somewhat
similar to the President’s desire. Our
feeling now is the same as a difference
we had with John F. Kennedy at the
time he was a Member of this body. He
felt that aid to the countries involved
should be given, and this Senator and
the Senator from Wisconsin have always
felt that was not the better part of wis-
dom. I am sure the Senator, in taking
his position, is not taking the view that
the President of the United States is
not sincere about this matter; we just do
not agree with him. I assume the Sen-~
ator from Wisconsin is making the rec-
ord to show why we disagree about this
madtter. :
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Mr. PROXMIRE. I agree whole-
heartedly with that. I have the great-
est respect and admiration for the
distinguished former Senator from Mas-
sachusetts, now the President of the
United States. I think he is a real ex-
pert in foreign affairs. Undoubtedly he
has a far broader grasp of foreign af-
fairs and far more experience than the
Senator from Wisconsin has.

At the same time, I think it is the
duty of U.S. Senators to make up their
own minds, based on the merits of pro-
posals, and based on their best judg-
ments of what the conditions are.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank the
Senator., I believe the Senator has
rendered a real service in bringing us
the evidence he has presented to this
body, which strongly tends to show that
we shall have nothing to gain by play-
ing the Tito game. Any day we may
expect that Tito will be back in Moscow,
with roses strewn in his path by the
Communist organizers who have pre-
pared a great welcome for him. We
shall hear a repetition of what the Sen-
ator has stated, that Tito proposes
never to separate himself from his Com-
munist brethren.

I fear that aid in any respect which
we give to these Communist nations
tends to promote a respectability in a
form of government of which we disap-
prove.

Mr. PROXMIRE.
tor from Louisiana.

Furthermore, the statement was made,
by the Senator from Minnesota:

The action that was taken—

That is, the action in prohibiting aid
to Communist countries—

The actlon that was taken was at the
wrong time, because of a greater degree of
independence of political action on the part
of Yugoslavia and Poland than there had
been at almost any other time in postwar
history.

Mr. President, that is not true. The
facts are these: At Belgrade, on Septem-
ber 3, 1961, Tito made as emphatic a
declaration of support for Khrushchev
and of specific opposition to the United
States as he has ever made. It was far
different from the talk we heard in 1949,
1950, 1951, and 1952.

There are no substantive points of dif-
ference between Khrushchev and Tito
at the present time. Tito is right with
Khrushcheyv, all the way.

Any argument that there is a greater
degree of independence ignores these
facts. It ignores Tito's projected visit
to Moscow. It ignores Tito’s “Commy”
pitch to the neutrals to line up with him.
It ignores Tito's alliance with Khru-
shchev against Mao at a time Mao was
very weak.

I suppose, in terms at least of strategy,
it might be better for us to hope that the
other Communists would line up on the
side of the weaker adversary, Commu-
nist China. Instead, Tito is supporting
Khrushchev and supporting him all out.

It also ignores Tito's support of Castro.
Tito has supported Castro over and over
again.

It ignores the fact that Gomulka has
shown few signs of independence from
Khrushehev. People talk about how the

I thank the Sena-
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people of Poland welcomed Vice Presi-
dent Nixon when he visited Poland.
That is absolutely true. When I was in
Poland I talked with the Polish people,
and they expressed nothing but hatred
and deep hatred for Russia, for the
Soviet Union, for the Communist bloe,
and warm affection for the United
States.

Mr. President, this does not mean that
Gomulka feels that way. As a matter
of fact, Gomulka is a dictator who would
not stay in power for 10 minutes if the
Polish people could have a free election.
Every correspondent in Poland with
whom I have talked agrees that Gomulka
could not stay in power if he did not
have the support of Russia, of the Soviet
Union.

The whole thrust of the attack on
those of us who would stop the aid to
Communist countries, and particularly
to Yugoslavia, is, Let us not forget the
usefulness of the 1948 split between Tito
and Stalin.

The answer, of course, as I said a few
moments ago, is that it is necessary for
us to go back to 1948 to find any signif-
icant action by Tito supporting us and
opposing Soviet Russia. Even this ac-
tion was wholly in the interest of Tito’s
personal survival and aggrandizement,
It was the only way he could exist, to
take the position he did and to ask for
our support. It is in sharp contrast
with Tito’s present solid support of
Khrushchev.

Then the statement was made:

Let us remember that 70 percent of Yugo-
slavia’s trade is with non-Communist coun-
tries and only 30 perecnt is with the Soviet
bloc. Yugoslavia is dependent on the West
for capital, raw materials, training, equip-
ment, spare parts, and some nonmilitary
supplies. Unless he wants to commit politi-
cal and economic suicide—

These are not my words—

Tito will not exchange his trade ties with
the West for the bondage of Moscow.

(At this point, Mrs. NEUBERGER AasS-
sumed the chair as Presiding Officer.)

Mr. PROXMIRE. Madam President,
this is exactly the point. In spite of his
overwhelming economic dependence on
the West, Tito is almost solidly support-
ing the U.S.S.R. and is doing his best to
persuade other neutrals to do likewise.
It is time we used this economic bargain-
ing power in our national interest to end
the immense help Tito now is to the
U.S.S.R. and the serious damage he is
doing to us with the emerging countries
of the world.

Then there was a quotation from the
Chinese Reds, arguing that, after all, the
Communists—especially the Chinese
Communists—do not regard Tito as one
of them. The quotation was as follows:

Tito's clique 1s a renegade from soclalism—

a lackey of the United States—playing a
reactionary role.

This is the usual kind of Communist
intramural conflict. It is as old as the
battle between Lenin and Trotsky, or
Marx and some of his detractors.

But what do the facts show? The
facts show that Tito is now, and he has
been, lined up as a solid, dedicated Com-
munist, working with all his might and
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main for international communism and
specifically for the powerful, dominant
EKhrushchev and against the weaker Mao
and Hoxha.

It is true that Tito has differed with
the Soviet Union in respect to a few
United Nations votes, but it has been a
very few.

Between 1948 and 1954 Tito followed
a policy of opposition to the Kremlin.
Roughly since the death of Stalin, Yugo-
slavia has been an all-out Communist
country.

The statement was made:

No other Communist country, not even
Castro’s Cuba, has been so unresponsive to

the leadership of Moscow at the United
Nations.

Madam President, let us take a look
at the record of the votes in the United
Nations. I have in front of me a report
from the Library of Congress which
shows the voting pattern for the 16th
regular session of the United Nations
General Assembly. It reports on a
number of vital issues on which there
were rollcall votes involving Yugoslavia,
the Soviet Union, and the United States.

In the principal cases involving the
split between the Western and Commu-
nist positions, Yugoslavia voted with the
Soviet Union. For example, on the con-
sideration of the inscription of Tibet,
Yugoslavia voted with the US.S.R. and
voted against the United States of
America.

On the inscription of the item of Hun-
gary, Yugoslavia voted with the U.S.S.R.
and against the United States of
America.

On the Mongolian resolution on seat-
ing two Koreas, Yugoslavia voted with
the Soviet Union, with Khrushchev, with
the Soviet bloc and against the United
States of America.

On the U.S. resolution not to seat
North Korea, Yugoslavia voted with the
Soviet Union and against the United
States of America.

On the resolution deploring the lack
of cooperation by the U.S.S.R. and Hun-
gary with U.N, special representatives
in Hungary, Yugoslavia voted with the
U.S.S.R. and against the United States
of America.

On the Soviet resolution to seat the
Chinese Communists, Yugoslavia voted
with the Soviet Union and the Commu-
nist bloc and against the United States.

It is true that on one or two resolu-
tions Yugoslavia voted with the United
States. Specifically, on the resolution
to approve a $200 million UN. bond
issue for peace keeping operations, Yu-
goslavia was recorded as voting with the
United States and against the U.S.S.R.

But how did Yugoslavia vote on the
overall record, taking all the U.N. votes?
Yugoslavia coincided with the United
States 5 times and with the U.S.S.R.
21 times. Yugoslavia voted with the
U.S.S.R. 21 times.

In the resumed General Assembly
there was a vital vote in regard to Cuban
charges versus the United States, on a
Mongolian resolution stressing principles
of nonintervention. Yugoslavia voted
with the U.S.S.R. and against the United
States of America.

Madam President, I invite attention to
the preceding U.N. meeting, the 15th
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session of the United Nations General
Assembly. At that session Yugoslavia
voted with the United States once. It
voted with the United Soviet Socialist
Republics 14 times. It coincided with
neither five times.

At the resumed session of the 15th
United Nations General Asembly, Yugo-
slavia voted with the United States not
at all, and with the U.S.S8.R. seven times.

I submit that on the basis of the docu-
mented evidence it is clear that the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

statement that no other Communist
country has been so unresponsive to the
leadership of Moscow at the U.N. may be
true, but it means nothing, because while
Yugoslavia has been a little less re-
sponsive than the absolute and total
stooges of the Soviet Union, the fact is
that Yugoslavia and Tito have gone
along with Khrushchev over and over
again, with very few exceptions, and the
exceptions have not been nearly as sig-
nificant as the support.

11111

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed at this point in
the REcorp & memorandum in regard to
the voting pattern for the 16th regular
session of the United Nations General
Assembly, and also a memorandum on
the same subject, in regard to the 15th
session.

There being no objection, the memo-
randums were ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

Voting pallern for 16th reqular session, Uniled Nations General Assembly
[Key: Y=yes; N=no; A=abstain; a=absent; NP=not participating]

89&!-38*05

UNGA ! total
India Indonesia |Yugoslavial U.8.8.R. United
Btates
Yes No Abstain
DISARMAMENT/NUCLEAR TESTINC RADIATION ITEMS
25-State resolution on Atomic Radiation Committee report: Tmplicit | A ... L e oI ) Al e A Sl 75 0 17
criticism of U.8.8.R. testing, Oct. 20, 1961
Czech resolution merely noting Atomic Radiation Committee report, | ¥Y._....... i e A R T R L e 33 22 37
Oct. 20, 1962, Committee L . L
Resolution appealing to U.8.8.R. not to explode 50-megaton bomb, Oet. | Yo.o..... 2 SOt e M sme L0 S 87 11 1
27, 1961, Resolution 1632,
Indian resolution calling for urgent, uncontrolled moratorium on nuelear | Yo Yo b G T P A e | 7l 20 8
testing, Nov. 6, 1961, Resolution 1648,
TUnited States-United Kingdom resolution calling for nuclear test ban 71 11 15
treaty with effective international control, Nov. 8, 1061, Resolution 1649.
African resolution on creation of African denuciearized zone, Nov. 24, 55 0 4
1061, Resolution 1652,
Afro-Aslan resolution on banning use of nuclear weapons, Nov. 24, 1961, 56 20 28
Resolution 1653,
Bwedish resolution on agreement by nonnuclear powers not to acquire 57 12 32
nuelear weapons or allow them to be stationed on their territory, Nov.
30, 1961, Committee I, Resolution 1665.
COLONIALISM/AFRICAN ITEMS
Censure of South African Foreign Minister Louw for general debate | Y. oo RO Nl oy 67 1 %0
speech, Oct, 11, 1961, resolution. : ey
Resolution asking France to recognize imprisoned Algerians as politieal | Y_________ o e (R SRS o e e 62 0 31
prisoners, Nov, 15, 1961, resolution, 2
Indian resolution on West New Guinea calling for direct negotiations | Y___...._..| Yo Wi N el 41 40
between Duteh and Indonesians, Nov, 27, 1961,
French-African resolution on West New Guinea stressing self-determina- | N________. By S B S SR | . Panlrenf gt SL | (oot A 53 41
tlon and establi U.N. Commission, Nov. 27, 1061,
38-state resolution on colonialism establishing U.N. Special Committee | Y. Ao [ SRS ¥t o7 0
To Make Recommendations on Granting Independence, Nov. 28, 1961.
Hovlet amendment to 38-state resolution on colonialism, setting 1962 as | A ... Ao X ¥iianda: Al 19 46
of elimination of colonialism, Nov. 27, 1061.
Sanctions and expulsion paragraphs of African resolution on apartheidin | A.._...... W Tty B e Yiiciuniss]|sasasiadsaia 48 31
South Africa, Nov. 28, 1061,
Indian resolution on apartheid, condemning South Africa but without | Y. Y_________ B cioo pSERTREEE R 97 2
call for sanctions or expulsion, Nov, 28, 1961, resolution.
Resolution on South West Africa proclaiming right of people to inde- | Y.__..__._. b g S 2R e e R e Gk 86 1
pendence, Nov. 13, 1961, Committee IV, resolution. ]
Noncompliance of Portugal with General Assembly resolution 1542 (XV) | Y__..._._. X X Y 7 00 3
re reporting to U, N. on its oversea territories, Nov. 14, 1061, resolution.
Algeria: Resolution calling for renewal of negotiations with specific refer- | Y____.____ 3ol e b A AR R 62 0
ence to PGAR, Dec. 20, 1961, resolution.
EAST-WEST ITEMS
Inscription of item on Tibet, Sept, 25, 1061 ool N 48 14 a5
Inseription of item on Hungary, Sept. 25, 1661 N 51 15 a0
Mongolian resolution on seating 2 Koreans, as amended, Dee. N 03 18 19
‘Committee I, resolution.
United States resolution not to seat North Korea, Dec. 19, 1961, Com- | A_________ N 54 17
mittee I, resolution.
Korea: Report of UN, Information Committee, Dee, 20, 1961_ N 60 11 27
Recognition of right of self-determination for Tibet, Dec. 20, 106 N 56 11 29
Resolution deploring U.S.8.R. and Hungarian lack of cooperatior 3 AR, [ A 49 17 32
U.N. Special Representative on Hungary, Dee, 20, 1961, resolution.
Chlnefe representation: Important question resolution, Dec. 15, 1981, | N.________ - PR 7 il e o e, e 61 34 7
resolution.
Chinese representation: Soviet resolution to seat Chinese Communists, | Y___.___._ R . g | SR Wovoinaias 37 48 19
Dee. 15, 1961.
MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS
Admission of Mauritania, Oct. 27, 1961 _ oo 13 20
U.8. resolution on UNRWA endorsing PCC efforts without Arab 0 a7
amendments, Dec. 20, 1961, resolution.
UNRWA: Arab amendment re property rights, Dee. 20, 1961 _.____. a7 21
16-power resolution urging direct Arab-Israel negotiations, Dee. 19, 1961 44 20
Arab League resolution calling for self-determination in Oman and with- 21 37
.drawal of U.K. troops, Dec. 14, 1961,
Resolution authorizing ONUC financing from Nov. 1, 1961, to July 1, 1962, 13 15
-Dee. 20, 1961, resolution.
Resolution authorizing UN EF financing from Nov. 1, 1061, to July 1, 1962, 11 24
Dec. 20, 1961, resolution,
Resolution requesting ICJ opinion re legal obligations of ONUC and 1 a2
UNEF payments, Dee, 20, 1061, resolution.
Resolution approving $200,000,000 U N, bond issue for peacekeeping oper- 13 24
ations, Dee, 20, 1961, resolution,
Coincide with United States o i G
Coincide With U.8.8. R e ceiieenciscmnsemammmmamanmemetomn] J0eccccmaac] B0 ccaar] 2l i oo e | fem e e c e e o
Coincide with neither...
Coineide with Both. oo i ircieacoomenacammamcmcmemcaae]| Dacecncacre]| Bemscammmee] $omacomecoe]mmmmmmmmee e e e e e e e o

! United Nations General Assembly.

Source; Reproduced by Library of Congress, Legislative

Department of State report.

Reference Service, from
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Voting patlern for 16th regular session, Uniled Nations General Assembly—Continued
[Eey: Ym=yes; N=no; A=abstain; a=absent; NF=not participating]
RESUMED GENERAL ASSEMBLY

UNGA ! total
United
Btates

Yugoslavia | U.8.8.R.

Yes Abstain

COLONIALISM/AFRICAN ITEMS

Angol
Bul@ada—Poland resolution calling for sanctions against Portusal.
calling for sell-determination of Angola, J

Afro-Asian resolution
olution 1742),

Jan. 30, 1062. ...
an, 80, 1062 (Ros-

Resolution calling on U,N, Committee of 17 to conslder whether Southern Rhodesia

is ruﬂmlf-govmmg,t}?ub 23, 1962 (Resolution 1745),

1, 1962, and allowing for posaible continued B I
Feb, 23, 1962 (Resolution 1743), Committee IV,

EAST-WEST ITEMS

Cuban es versus United States:

termination of UN, tmshaashlp on July
dence,

Czech-Rumanian resolution, operative paragrag;)h urging United Stutes to stop

interference in Cuba’s I.nternnl nﬁalra,

Mongolian resolution stressing pi of v

1962, Committee I
jion, Feb. 20, 1962,

8
-8

57

=

H o M
M Mg

n

18

de with U.8.8.R

Colnel:
Coincide with neither

(=14~}

Coineide with United States

1 United Nations General Assembly,

West EvrorE AND Orp COMMONWEALTH

Voling pattern for 1st portion of 15th session of United Nations General Assembly
[Key: Y=Yes; N=No; A=Abstaln; a=Absent]

Australia

Austria

Belgium

Canada

Denmark

Finland

Total

France
Iceland
Ireland
Italy
Luxembourg
Netherlands
New Zealand
Norway
Portugal

pain
Sweden
UnAlg_ln ;f Bouth
United Kingdom
Yugoslavia
United States
Soviet bloc
No
Abstention

Australian amendment to 5-power resolution re summit

Oct. §, 1960,

Ohjnesg’ lre tation, U.8, moratorium resolution,

Tihot, inclusion, Oct, 10, mo._.

ﬁmdmm't?g e posal allocate to plenar
MAmEen| m Proj ca

s & i
v m on aggression propo ocate to plen-
ary, Oct. 13, 1960
Cuban l&mm 10:110 .8. aggression proposal allocate to plen-
ary, Nov,

Resolution requesting §

and Portugal tranamlt infor-
mation on territorles, loy. 11, 19&0 (Commit: IV&T---.
Gh:si’nsoéguﬂon Congo tials, Nov.

Report endorsing Kasavubn credentials, Nov, 22, 1060
Iraq prgPoaal re Mauritania, Nov. 26, 1060 (Committee I)

Resolution uamng for steps redistribute security council
seats at this y 000, 6. 1000 {BPO). c o ooncs v ceranam
amendment to colonialism resolution calling for
{ull lndependence by end 1961, Dec. 14, 1 W.’I
Afro-Asian colonialism msolutlon Dec. 14, 1060 ...
Pakistan, Senegal, and Tunisian resolution on “Binding
Legal ﬁbl‘llmlons" re payment Congo costs (Commit-
tee V), Dec. 15, 1960.
Cyprus amandmenl: to resolution on Algeria cauing for
referendum under U.N, “auspices”, Dec ID
Resolution on Algeria without parsgrag U.N.
ees but recognizing U.N. ility emtrlbma
mo‘;)endenu and sulfdemrmjnation Dee. 19, 1960_ ...
Kingdom resolution on Congo sup-

m 1960.
dla. Yuguslnvin resolution on Congo critical

of B?G Dec. 20,
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12 votes colneide with both United States and Soviet bloe.
41 vote coincides with both United States and Soviet bloe.
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Voting pattern for resumed session of 15th United Nations General Assembly
[Key: Y="Yes; N=No; A=Abstention; a=Absent]
& = 'g 2 Total
2 B
” HEHE AEIIHE F
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A HEHERRE AHHEAEE EHHEHE §
U B R A
2|58 SIEIE|2|E|2 zlZz|z|&|le|leaB |B|&|E|8|5|2]|=
R%olution resﬂirén‘gng mnndntgtof gmégriltttlee on South
‘est Africa and bringing matter to a on Becurity
GOAIL, AR T 1080 O 1000). oo binsie alxlaly|y|x|aly|y|y|alaly|x|ala|x|ala|ly|y|x|s]of s
U.s. mtguin invite rcspsresanwt%élva Re lil’:{ic ?_‘fa Ititgrm m'u:
No orea partic orean debate mus
m'.eerptU.N.fﬂrl&licti?n)](}(gj%m%itteed),Apr.lz.lﬂhﬁl.. Y|A|Y|XY|YXYJA|XT|Y|Y|X|Y¥|X|Y|Y | YA A ]A]Y|N|Y|N|s|i4] 23
African resol t t rative paragraph re
mnctions,xti)ig?]g;l%ﬁprr Dehpan&r-p N|IN|N|IN|N|N|N|N|N|N|N|N|N|N|N|N|N|a|N|Y|N|Y|«|su| a1
A lation deplorin theid (without sanctions),
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mSYG,fprp.egﬁ,lwlﬁfRas.]ﬁm___._.....g. ............ Y| X ALY | T EIALY | X | X0 Y A LA | XA YA Y | N7 eo16 2
Soviet draft resolution on Congo: Re convene
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Arab resolution Palestine Refugees: as & whole without
pnrsmphmpwgcrtyrights.ak 21,1061 (Res, 1604). | ¥ | Y |A (A | Y |Y A |A|Y N|X | Y| X|&| XYY X || Y| Y| sazf 58
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m’éﬁrans’.lmfo‘)’?:. scmh_..us Sl I8 o 1 ) e ] ol " ol 1 o T B [l ) (| N|st|15] 28
Mexican draft resolution on Cul charges U.8. aggres-
sion:hglglicit:titiciisml!niliedBtates,é&pg.ﬂdl%‘lﬁ-.- N|A|N|N|A|A|N|A|Y|N|N|N(N|A|A|[A|JA|JA|N|Y|N|Y|#1]3]| 2
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NOTES (3) Soviet bloc consists of 9 members: Albania, Bulgaria, Byelorussian 8.8.R,
3 Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, Rumania, Ukranian 8.8, R., U.8.8.R. Bloc voted
(1) All votes are rolleall votes and were held in plenary session (%% majority required) together on all issues with exception Arab resolution on Palestine refugees where
unless otherwise indieated. Committee votes require only simple majority. confused situation re final vote produced unintentional difference among bloc members

(2) Resolution numbers are indicated for those resolutions formally adopted by
No numbers are indicated for procedural motions or where reso-

General Assembly.
lutions failed of passage.

Mr, PROXMIRE. Madam President,
the following statement was made:

It would appear Yugoslavia shares our view
of what the United Nations should be,
Yugoslavia, through its influence against the
troika, said “No,” and voted against the So-
viet Union and for the United States.

Of course, that statement was true on
that vote, but that vote was not even
close. Now Yugoslavia is following the
position of the Soviet Union—EKhru-
shehev’s position—on the troika. The
Belgrade speech was the clearest evi-
dence of that attitude, for, on Septem-
ber 3, 1961, in speaking about modifying
the rule of the Secretary-General of the
U.N., Tito suggested that the Secretary-
General of the U.N. be downgraded to
a simple administrative functionary of
the United Nations without independent
political competency.

In other words, the position of Tito
is not that the U.N. should carry on as

.8.8.R. abstained.)

we envision the U.N. should carry on,
and as Hammarskjold and U Thant have
carried on, as a vigorous and effective
force seeking to put out the fires of war
wherever the U.N. can do so. On the
contrary, the U.N.’s only administrative
and top executive official, the only man
who could make the U.N. a really effec-
tive instrument to act promptly and ef-
fectively, according to Tito, should do
nothing of the kind, Tito would have
him merely be a functionary of the U.N.
without independent political compe-
tency.

It seems to me that the Belgrade ut-
terance of Tito lines him up solidly on
the side of Khrushchev and in favor of
gutting the U.N. as an effective organi-
zation.

The following question is asked:

Why should we remove one of the major
forces that permits and encourages some de-

gree of independence on the part of Yugo-
slavia in her relations with Soviet Russia?

U.8.8.R. and 2 others voted *Yes" at end of rolleall, 6 bloc members voting before

The answer is that the present effec-
tive independence of Yugoslavia from
Khrushchev is minimal. There is no
basis for contending that our aid en-
courages even that. The sharpest and
most significant display of independ-
ence of Russia that was demonstrated
by Yugoslavia was before we started the
massive aid program. At that time Yu-
goslavia supported and helped us in the
struggle in Greece and Turkey. But
since that time Yugoslavia has moved
away. On the basis of experience, it is
clear that since we have not tied strings
to our aid, since Congress has not insist-
ed that if we are to give aid to Yugo-
slavia, she must show some support for
us, and since past administrations have
not done so, Tito has not felt that he
had reason or incentive to support our
position.

If our aid is designed to encourage
such independence, we should shut it off
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when Tito is not independent and grant
it only when he is.

What is the value of Tito's inde-
pendence? It seems to me that at the
present time it is virtually nil, especially
when it includes, as so-called independ-
ence, support of Khrushechev, support of
Castro, support of Ulbricht, and opposi-
tion to us.

Madam President, I supported not only
my own amendment, but also the
Lausche amendment. The amendment
of the Senator from Ohio would have
prohibited assistance, including the sale
of surplus food under Public Law 480, to
Poland as well as to Yugoslavia. It
would have had a broader potential
effect.

I supported the amendment reluc-
tantly because I feel, as I know the great
Senator from Minnesota has said so elo-
quently over and over again all over the
country, that we should be compassion-
ate in our relations with foreign coun-
tries, and do all we can to encourage and
build up all countries in any way pos-
sible. I am much persuaded by his ar-
guments that we can go much further
with the use of compassion, love, and
cooperation with respect to the people of
those countries than we can ever go with
stern opposition. But that is with re-
gard to their people. Their hard-
headed Communist bosses are a different
proposition. Here toughness and hard
bargaining makes sense.

The record should show that the ef-
fect of the Lausche amendment would
have been to prohibit Public Law 480
aid to Poland and to Yugoslavia. So far
as Poland is concerned, that is exactly
the kind of aid which is least helpful to
the people of Poland. Poland exports a
great deal of its food to the Soviet Union.
The Soviet Union relies on Poland as a
source of agricultural produce. There is
no question in my mind that when we
send hundreds of millions of dollars
worth of surplus food and fiber to Po-
land, hundreds of millions of dollars of
food and fiber go to the Soviet Union.
It is apparent to us, and has been made
especially apparent, underlined and
emphasized in recent weeks, that the
Soviet Union needs additional food.
The Soviet Union needs food so that it
can release more men from agriculture
and bring them into the factories, into
armament production, and into indus-
trialization. That has always been the
primary economic problem of Commu-
nist countries.

Most recently that point has been
emphasized because Khrushchev an-
nounced an increase in the price of but-
ter to $1.80 a pound, and of meat to $2
a pound. Certainly this has the effect
of reducing comsumption of food in the
Soviet Union. This makes it possible to
devote more resources to industrial pro-
duction. EKhrushchev would not have
taken this step if he could have avoided
it, because he recognizes the importance
of popular support. Such drastic action
as increasing the cost of food is always
unpopular, even in a Communist coun-
try. But he did it because the military
machine of the Soviets needed more
manpower and the Soviet economy
needed more food. Under those circum-
stances, what sense does it make for us
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to send food to Poland? The Polish peo-
ple produce food that goes to Russia. If
we send food to Poland, then directly or
indirectly, that food will go from Poland
to the Soviet Union. This makes no
sense to me. So, like the Senator from
Minnesota, I am very reluctant to use
food as a weapon, but I think we must
use it as a weapon, because of the kind
of grim and terrible struggle in which
we are engaged with the Communists.
They intend to dominate the world.
They will do so if they can.

The Government of Red China is in
very serious trouble. It is conceivable
that the Government of China might
fall. Why? Because there is a shortage
of food, and the people might be willing
and ready to revolt.

Madam President, to summarize, once
again I want to say at the end, as I did
at the beginning, that any foreign aid
our Government gives to another country
should require a clear justification. Our
foreign-aid programs in the past have
been very successful under some cir-
cumstances. The State Department
under past administrations and certainly
under the present administration has
done a fine job many times in admin-
istering foreign aid.

However, we should certainly require
a clear justification for our aid at a time
when it contributes directly to aggravat-
ing our balance-of-payments problem.
We should certainly insist, as a mini-
mum, with a country like Yugoslavia, as
we insist with Brazil and Venezuela and
Argentina, and our other South Amer-
ican friends, that strings be attached to
any aid we give.

In the Alliance for Progress we have
said that if we are going to give aid to a
Latin American country, it must engage
in reforms, in economic reforms, so that
the people will get the benefit of the aid;
that the country must engage in land
reforms and in tax reforms and in educa-
tional reforms. I support that principle.
It is a wonderful principle. It is one of
the great contributions that has been
made to foreign aid.

At the same time we should insist on
political reforms in Yugoslavia. We
should insist that in Yugoslavia they
should be moving in the direction of
greater freedom for the Yugoslavian
people,

We hear of the jailing of Djilas, a
former Vice President and former close
aid of Tito, a man whose only crime was
to have written a book “Conversations
With Stalin,” in which the most signifi-
cant new element is its criticism of
Khrushchev., Khrushchev undoubtedly
considers that book an insult. That is
the cause of Djilas being jailed by Tito.

To many experts on Yugoslavia the
second imprisonment of Djilas was an
almost incomprehensible action, unless
one reads the book carefully to see the
reason for it., This once again clearly
shows the dependence of Yugoslavia on
the Soviet Union and the support by Tito
of Khrushchev, It also indicates the
lack of freedom in Yugoslavia at the
present time. We should attach politi-
cal strings, even political ropes, if pos-
sible, to aid to Yugoslavia, and insist,
as a condition of aid to Yugoslavia, that,
at the very least, they cease their con-

June 20

stant and effective proselytizing of un-
derdeveloped countries to the cause of
communism and against the United
States of America.

Mr. KEEATING. Madam President,
will the Senator yield on that point?

Mr. PROXMIRE. 1 yield.

Mr. KEATING. Efforts were made by
Yugoslavian sources to prevent the pub-
lication of Djilas’ book in the United
States.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct.

Mr. EEATING. Heavy pressure was
brought to bear to prevent its publica-
tion. Why? It was done because it
showed the hookup and close ties be-
tween Yugoslavia and the U.S.S.R. Tes-
timony has been taken in executive
session—which I hesitate to discuss
further—which, when it is published, will
be very revealing. I hope it will be done
soon. It bears upon the very subjects
which the distinguished Senator is dis-
cussing this afternoon.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sena-
tor from New York. He is completely
correct. Of course the fact is that there
was a very sincere effort, a very human
effort, on the part of the publishers of
“Conversations With Stalin,” not to pub-
lish the book if this would keep Djilas out
of the terror and horror of the Yugo-
slavia jail. Although the publishers were
willing to withdraw the book, the fact
is that Djilas was jailed nevertheless.
Of course, the book is now well known,
and we know what is in the book.

Madam President, before I take my
seat, I wish to indicate the support for
the position that I am taking by some
distinguished scholars who understand
the situation. A very revealing article
was published in the Reporter magazine
of September 28, 1961, written by Mr.
George Bailey. The title of the article
is “They Call Themselves Neutrals.”

In the course of the article, Mr. Bai-
ley writes as follows:

But in a larger the conference

That is, the Belgrade Conference—

was the result of the direction taken by the
Yugoslav Government 10 years ago to find
8 way out of Its ideological isolation after
the break with Stalln and its refusal to
Join forces with Social Democratic countries
and parties of the West. A “campalgn to
the south” was undertaken, as one observer
put it, as a way of demonstrating Marxist
respectability without joining the Soviet
Union and its bloc. It was more than this,
It was an attempt to demonstrate Marxist
legitimacy. In this connection Yugoslavia
has seen its role as that of front runner,
trall blazer for the sort of communism it
hoped would evolve In the Soviet Union as
a result of the succession of the “liberal”
Khrushchev, “Yugoslav policy,” sald a Bel-
grade official several years ago “is what So-
viet policy ought to be.”

It is pointed out in this article that
that hope has not succeeded completely.
Nevertheless, the article continues:

Their optimism has survived even the ex-
perience of being singled out for condemna-
tion by Khrushchev in his draft program of
the Soviet Communist Party released on
July 30. Indeed, the more truculent So-
viet policy became, the more desperately
and energetically Yugoslavs defended
Ehrushchev as a victim of Stalinists at
home and Chinese Communists abroad.
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Mr. Bailey writes further that there
was one piece missing in the compro-
mise. He writes:

But there was one piece missing: relations
on the government level could not be fully
regularized within the Soviet bloc until
Yugoslavia had also established diplomatic
relations with the German Democratic Re-
public. And here was a situation in which
it seemed that Yugoslavia could render great
service to the Soviet Union and the bloc.
For by using the international prestige it
had acquired in its fight against Stalin,
Yugoslavia's act of recognizing East Ger-
many could be expected to work as a cata-
lyst, inducing other countries to follow its
example and consolidate the Soviet military
gains in Eastern Europe. But the Yugo-
slavs were woefully mistaken: not one coun-
try followed when they recognlzed East
Germany in October 1957.

Then, according to Mr. Bailey:

The fallure of the conference to generate
more than token indignation at the Soviet
announcement of the deeision to resume nu-
clear testing on the eve of its opening was a
signal Soviet triumph and Western defeat
at Belgrade.

‘Then Mr. Bailey goes on to say:

The fitting of the Marxist formula onto the
natural anticolonial reaction is the greatest
service the Yugoslav regime has made to
the Communist cause. It renders the orig-
inal sins of armament and even armed inter-
vention “defensive.” This is why the con-
ference’s reaction to the Soviet decision to
resume nuclear testing was so weak and why
if the United States instead of the Soviet
Union had violated the moratorium on test-
ing, the reaction would have been incompa-
rably more violent. “Why, they'd have torn
down the American Embassy,” said one ob-
server.

That was one great defeat for us, that
48 hours after Khrushchev had resumed
nuclear testing, something that should
have appalled the consciences of neu-
tral nations, the so-called peace-loving
nations, whom Tito was able to lead at
that conference to an understanding
of what Khrushchev had done.

As Mr. Bailey says, if America had
done it, they would have torn down the
American Embassy.

Then he says:

Yugoslavia, the United Arab Republic, and
Indonesia managed to bring together 25 na-
tions, all of which could subscribe with more
or less enthusiasm to certain general prin-
ciples. Indeed, with the single major ex-
ception of the German gquestion, the issues
tabled for discussion were cut and dried, the
resolutions ultimately drafted being largely
predetermined by the very composition of
the conference. Insistence on admission of
Communist China to the United Nations as
sole representative of the Chinese people,
condemnation of all foreign bases—

And so forth. Bailey then writes:

If the convocation of the conference was
generally a triumph of Yugoslav foreign
policy, the single and most costly defeat
came with Tito’s fallure to gain nonalined
support for the Soviet position on Germany.

In his speech, Tito ealled for recognition
of two German states, and in closed sessions
of the drafting committee, Yugoslavia, in
concert with Cuba, sponsored a motion for
a de jure recognition of East Germany. The
motion was defeated by an overwhelming
majority of the delegates, led by Nasser and
the Arab bloc and strongly seconded by
Nehru.

In other words, Tito fought a losing
battle for the Soviet Union, doing his
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very best to line up those countries
against the United States, against the
free world, against West Germany, but
for East Germany, a “stooge” state; but
he was opposed and defeated because
Nasser and Nehru declined to be stooges
of the Soviet Union. Mr. Bailey con-
cludes as follows:

With the exception of the “troika” pro-
posal, the host of the nonaligned nations
meeting in Belgrade alined himself and his
government faithfully with the foreign policy
of the Soviet Union. "It is time,” said a
Western observer when the conference was
over, “for Western nations that support
Yugoslavia economically, and particularly
the United States, to decide whether Yugo-
slav foreign policy is what Yugoslavs claim
it to be or what this disgraceful perform-
ance indicates it to be—a useful refinement
of Soviet foreign policy.”

It is “a useful refinement of Soviet
foreign policy” in that it can blunt the
reaction of neutralist countries, which
normally would be on our side, when the
Soviet Union does the kind of despicable
thing it did in breaking the moratorium
on nuclear testing.

On November 26, 1961, Paul Under-
wood, who is a reporter for the New
York Times, and who had been stationed
in Belgrade for 31, years, wrote an arti-
cle entitled “Tito’s Neutral Road—To-
ward Moscow,” which was published in
the New York Times magazine. In the
course of his article, Mr. Underwood
wrote:

Marshal Tito has characteristically made
no effort to calm the storm.

Mr. Underwood was referring to the
criticism of U.S. aid to Yugoslavia, by
our sending 132 fighter planes to him.
Mr. Underwood wrote:

On the contrary, he has hit back, accusing
the United States of attempting to use eco-
nomic pressure to force him to change his
foreign policy.

That is certainly a laugh. We have
done anything but that. We should have
used pressure to force Tito to change
his foreign policy. We certainly did not.

And, if anything, he has moved even closer
to Soviet positions on world issues.

In large measure—although Washington
insists its review had been started before-
hand—the uproar represents a not surpris-
ing reaction to President Tito's almost
blanket endorsement of Soviet positions at
the recent conference in Belgrade of leaders
of 25 unalined nations. It is obvicus that
by this stand the Yugoslav President lost
heavily in his relations with the West while
apparently gaining nothing from the other
side.

He was willing to do that because he
is a dedicated, no-holds-barred Com-
munist, and has said so repeatedly.

Mr. Underwood, who has just returned
after 315 years in Yugoslavia, continues:

Their ability to maintain both an inde-
pendent posture in the world and a rate
of economic growth surpassing that of the
Soviet bloc countries, is undeniably attrac-
tive to thousands of Communists in Mos-
cow’s Eastern European satellites.

To criticism from the bloc that they have
become “agents of American imperialism,"”

the Yugoslavs reply that it was simply good

Marxist strategy to obtaln from the West
the means for transforming their country
into a Communist society.
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It certainly was. It was good Marxist
strategy to obtain from the West—the
United States—the means for transform-
ing their country into a Communist
society.

Tito and his associates can rightfully boast
that in accepting ald from the West, they
have never subscribed to any commitment
that could curb their freedom of action.

‘While at home they have maintained a
pragmatic approach to domestic problems,
refusing to be bound by ideological posi-
tions demonstrably impractical, they have
in no way diluted the Communist essence
of their system. Tito has repeatedly de-
clared: “I am a Communist and nothing but
a Communist.”

This statement deserves more attention
than it is often given in studies of Yugoslav
foreign—as well as domestic—policies.
Among other things, it inescapably means
that the Yugoslav chief subscribes to the
Marxist theory of the inevitable decline of
capitalism and the triumph of communism,.

A little further in his article, Mr. Un-
derwood writes:
But he—

Tito—

could never tolerate any course he consldered
counter to the eventual communization of
Yugoslavia, even if desired by his people.

As a dedicated Communist, he must pur-
sue a path that he feels will lead him to the
same goal the Soviet leaders have in mind.
As a disciple of Marx and Lenin, he still must
see in the Soviet Union a comradely nation,
mistaken perhaps, but traveling in his direc-
tion. A quarrel with the West Is a quarrel
with a philosophy alien to him. A quarrel
with Moscow is a family fight,

Mr. Underwood, who has carefully
studied the Yugoslav Government, con-
cludes:

Tito’s basic alm in his association with
the nonalined nations seems to be to form
a group of Socialist-minded, essentially anti-
Western supporters in preparation for Mos-
cow’s expected triumph. Such a backing
might enable him to maintain a certain in-
dependence and give him continued influ-
ence even in a Soviet-dominated world.

An independent role has been, and will
continue to be, the sine qua non of Bel-
grade’s foreign policy. Geography, ideoclogy
and convictions as to the course of develop-
ment in the world lead Tito to look to the
East first in considering his moves. When-
ever there are signs of increasing tension be-
tween Moscow and Peiping, Belgrade's in-
terest In better relations with the Soviet
leadership grows. At such moments,
Khrushchev is inclined to include Yugoslavia
in the play of Communist power politics in-
side the bloe.

Nevertheless, it is impossible for Tito to
consider actually rejoining the bloc under
Moscow's terms. To do so would mean not
only the loss of maneuverability but of all he
has built up in the past 13 years. Yugoslavia
would become only another satellite like
Czechoslovakia or Hungary. For this rea-
son, Belgrade's aim must always be to main-
tain a certain distance from the bloc, while
supporting the general aims of its foreign
policy. How far the Yugoslav leaders find
themselves from the West 18 to them a
matter of secondary importance.

Madam President, that is a study or
report by an authoritative expert; and
certainly Mr., Underwood, a New York
Times correspondent who spent 3%
years in Belgrade, is an expert. It is
clear from his article that our weakness
is that until we pull the strings, until
We use our greai economic power, which
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involves the 70 percent of Yugoslavia's
trade which is with the West and the
aid coming from the West, Tito will con-
stantly use this tactic over and over
again in the United Nations, through-
out the world, among the neutralist na-
tions, and among the newly emerging
nations, to bring them into the Commu-
nist orbit. That is why it seems to me
we ought to use all the power we have
to crack down, and not be afraid to
use it.

Madam President, when my amend-
ment was being debated in the Senate, I
placed in the Recorp a considerable
number of quotations from an excellent
article entitled “The Emerging Pattern
of Yugoslav-Soviet Relations,” written
by Milorad M. Drachkovitch, published
in Orbis, a quarterly journal of world
affairs of the Foreign Policy Research
Institute, University of Pennsylvania.
The article is one which should be read
carefully by Members of Congress and
I hope it will be read by responsible
people in the State Department. It is
an expert, thorough, well-balanced,
scholarly study. There is nothing
polemic about it. It is not intended to
destroy Tito, but is simply a presentation
of the facts in as objective a way as pos-
sible. I ask unanimous consent that
the article be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Rzcorp,
as follows:

THE EMERGING PATTERN OF YUGOSL'V ZOVIET
RELATIONS
(By Milorad M. Drachkovitch)

Marshal Tito’s crassly unneutral be-
havior at last September's conclave of non-
alined nations in Belgrade revived briefly
the great debate in this country over the
propriety and wisdom of U.S. policies vis-
a-vis Yugoslavia. According to all outward
signs, the disappointment expressed in
official U.B. circles over Tito's actlons has
not been translated into any official policy
changes. Nonetheless, the Belgrade Con-
ference offers a timely opportunity for a
general evaluation of the strange phenom-
enon of Titolst foreign policy, particularly
Yugoslavia's relations with Moscow.

To compress into a necessarily brief analy-
sis all the relevant facts concerning the
various distinct phases of Communist Yugo-
slavia’s foreign affairs is, of course, impossi-
ble. Instead, it might be appropriate to fil-
trate at least the fundamental facts through
the net of three conditioning factors. The
first one affects the power consliderations of
the present rulers of Yugoslavia; the second
touches upon their ideological vistas; the
third bears upon the personality of Tito him-
self. These three factors are interwoven.
And, in both internal and external policies
of today's Yugoslavia, they reflect the inter-
ests and ideas of probably one of the most
unique and tightly knit parties in the his-
tory of the world Communist movement.

During the initial postwar perlod (1045-
48), the above-mentioned trinity of fac-
tors which has been shaping Yugoslavia's
foreign policy represented a harmonious
whole. Intoxicated by the extraordinary
good fortune which within a span of 3
years had promoted a small group of profes-
sional revolutionaries to total masters of the
country, it was but logical that the Com-
munist Party of Yugoslavia should look be-
yond the borders of the small country. It
came to regard itself as an advanced part of
the emerging Communist bloc, duty-bound
to encourage Communist dynamism every-
where. The behavior of the CPY was in
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complete accord with the prevailing ideology
of undiluted Marxist-Leninist international-
ism in Stalinist acceptance. And there was
Tito, symbol of victory, who openly aspired to
identify his name and that of his party with
wider plans of a Balkan and southeast Eu-
ropean federalization.

It is generally conceded that it was mainly
this early dynamism of Tito's Yugoslavia
which triggered Stalin’s suspicion and ire.
He decided to temper the Zeal of his ambi-
tious satrap and to leash him tightly to Mos-
cow’s policies. If during the euphoria of
victory Stalin was willing to forget Tito's
leftist disobedience of the years 1942-43, he
was not ready after to war to tolerate again
Tito’s proclivity to “outdo the Pope in his
Catholicism.” Yugoslav Intransigence over
Trieste, the shooting down of American air-
planes followed by an arrogant speech by
Tito, the sermonizing of French and Italian
Communist leaders on the occasion of the
establishment of the Cominform that they
should have done the moment the war ended
what the Yugoslav Communists did in
Yugoslavia, the undissimulated support
given to Greek Communist guerrillas com-
bined with scornful attacks against the
“monarcho-Fascist” regime in Athens, and
finally, the intensive diplomatic activity in
Belgrade addressed to the creation of a
Yugoslav-Bulgarian federatlon as the first
step toward further integration in that part
of Europe—all these initiatives must have
greatly disturbed the aging dictator in the
Eremlin. As Ernst Halperin has observed:
“Stalin was not willing to go in for an ad-
venture to the advantage of another country,
even a Communist ally such as Yugoslavia.”

TITO'S 1950 SHIFT

After the spectacular excommunication of
the CPY from the Cominform, Tito's foreign
policy for about 2 years wavered In a state of
painful schizophrenia. Although their re-
sistance to Moscow was motivated by the
strictly unideological desires to remain alive
and maintain their positions of power, the
Yugoslav leaders certainly were at loss, at
least initially, to find ideological justifica-
tion for their unprecedented act of disobedi-
ence. Tito himself, either sincerely or in a
gesture of showmanship, told his closest
friends in the Politbureau that he was ready
to step down if they deemed this in their col-
lective interest. They asked him to remain
adamant and continue to lead the party. It
should be stressed, however, that Tito’s posi-
tion during the break was strengthened
considerably by the incredlbly arrogant,
preposterous, and humillating arguments
used in the Cominform's act of supreme
indictment. And immediately afterward
(most conspicuously on the occasion of
Rajk’s trial in Budapest), Stalin’s clumsy
inclusion among the irredeemable sinners of
practically all Yugoslav Communist cadre-
men—the former volunteers in the Spanish
civil war and subsequent partisan leaders in
Yugoslavia—helped Tito tremendously to en-
list their support by appealing to their in-
stinct of self~preservation and injured parti-
san cult and solidarity.

The exclusion from the Communist family
was not followed immediately by a change
of Yugoslavia’s foreign political orlentation.
For over a year, the CPY sought vainly to
work out some form of reconciliation with
Stalin on the premise that he would recog-
nize the excommunication as a “monstrous
misunderstanding.” During this time, Tito's
foreign policy continued to be as sharply
anti-Western and pro-Soviet as it had been
prior to June 1948. Yet a need for reori-
entation was urgently felt.

The real political shift in Tito’s line came
in 1950. The reasons for it were twofold
and in both Instances imperative. On the
one hand, the economic situation in Yu-
goslavia, closed to the West and now prac-
tically strangulated by the East through
abrogation of all trade agreements, ap-
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proached catastrophe. On the other hand,
Communist aggression in Korea served as
a warning to Yugoslav leaders that their
increasingly hostile Eastern neighbors could
one day receive similar orders for a proxy
thrust. There was only one shield against
both dangers: the United States. As it had
done through UNRRA after the war, the
United States could pour new millions into
a moribund soclalist economy to save it
from ruin; and by repeating the determina-
tion which it had displayed in Korea, it could
deter Stalin from engaging in a military
vendetta in the Balkans,

When Tito and his retinue realized, no
doubt to their amazement, that America was
not only willing to help, but that the aid
would come without political strings at-
tached, they were ready to switch their for-
eign policy onto an entirely new track. This
move was hardly surprising; given the te-
nacity with which Tito’s group clung to their
positions of power, a rapprochement with the
United States was the only alternative open
to them. Moreover, the first measures of eco-
nomic ‘destalinization,” introduced in 1950,
served as the ideological screen for the adopt-
ed shift. Eleven years, before Stalin's em-
balmed remains were evicted from Red
Square, Tito laid claim to a genuine Marxist-
Leninist escutcheon, unsullied by Stalin’'s
“revisionism."

THE THREE PILLARS OF
RESISTANCE

The climax of anti-Sovietism came on the
occasion of the Sixth Congress of the CPY,
held in November 1952. It was as if all the
participants in the Congress vied with each
other to see who could denounce most vio-
lently not only Stalin himself, but the en-
tire system which he had erected in the
U.8.8.R. In his general report, Tito attacked
every aspect of Soviet policles, both foreign
and domestic. He accused the Soviet Union
of having transformed the “once independ-
ent eastern states into mere colonles in the
heart of Europe”; he placed full responsi-
bility upon the U.8.8.R. for having “pushed
northern EKorea into an aggressive war'; he
advocated the “revision of the imperialist
partition of Polish and German territories in
favor of the U.S.8.R.”; and he bewailed the
fact that some of the non-Russian nations
were ‘“erased from the earth’s surface,
through the most cruel methods of which
Hitler himself would have been envious.”

Even more significant were similar out-
bursts in Edvard Kardelj's report on foreign
political problems. Two points merit special
mention, First, Kardel] urged that “Ger-
many should be reunified on the basis of
genuine free elections in both zones.” This
would lead to an “independent and equal
Germany, including Germany’s right to re-
arm within the limits of necessity to de-
fend her independence.” Secondly, Eardelj's
denunciation of Soviet imperiallsm con-
tained a hint that Yugoslavia might adhere
to an anti-Soviet defense pact: “Through
capitulation or empty pacifist phraseology
one cannot secure peace. We desire to avoid,
as long as it is possible, a direct engagement
in the existing regional pacts. It is clear,
however, that such an attitude of ours could
not- be maintained if the world's situation
would continue further to deteriorate and if
the danger for our independence would be-
come acute.” A sentence in the Congress’
final resolution emphasized dramatically the
fact that all bridges to Moscow had been
burned: “Characteristic of today’s interna-
tional situation is the role of the Soviet
Union as a new aggressive imperialist power
which aspires to achieve world hegemony.”

These virulent anti-Soviet pronounce-
ments mirrored clearly the extent to which
the Yugoslav rulers felt themselves threat-
ened by their eastern neighbors. At the
same time, however, their indictment of
Stalin was paired with attacks on Western
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reaction and protestations of Marxist-Len-
inist orthodoxy. Mika Tripalo, head of the
“People’s Youth,” boasted that in Yugo-
slavia “for the first time in human history
the genial ideas of the teachers of scientific
goclalism, Marx, Engels, and Lenin, were
realized.” Similarly, Tito explained that
in defending Yugoslav socialism “our Party
made possible further development of the
revolutionary thought in the world.,” The
emotional highlight of the Congress came
during Milovan Djilas' inflammatory speech
celebrating the anniversary of the October
Revolution. Amid wild applause, Djilas ex-
claimed: “If the spirit of the October Revo-
Iution, if the genial thoughts of Marx, En-
gels, and Lenin are strangulated in the Soviet
Union by the bureaucratic counterrevolution
and by falsifiers of Marxism, soclalism and
the October Revolution, that spirit and that
thought have emerged, under different condi-
tions and different forms, in a new life-giving
radiance in our country. The spirit of Oe-
tober, the thought of Marx, Engels, and
Lenin live and create in the intrepid, revolu-
tionary, proletarian, plebeian personality of
Comrade Tito."”

At that moment—as during the entire pe-
riod from 1948 to 1953 In general—Stalin’s
threat produced the same cohesive effect on
a large majority of Yugoslav Communists
as did thelr earlier Stalinist fervor. Pres-
ervation at any cost of their power in Yugo-
slavia, psychological intoxication with the
gelf-made myth that they were the only
genuine Marxist-Leninists and, finally, Tito's
“cult of personality” as a central rallying
point of Yugoslay “protestantism™—these
were the three pillars of CPY’s resistance to
Moscow,

THE SPIRIT OF BELGRADE

As long as Stalin lived, Tito's foreign
policy was essentially defensive: he under-
took nothing that might give the master of
the Eremlin a pretext for armed interven-
tion. At the same time, parallel with Tito's
estrangement from Moscow and the loosen-
ing of economic controls, the regime In
Yugoslavia relaxed its totalitarian pressure.

Stalin’s death, the ligquidation of Beria
and the “new course” inaugurated under
Malenkov and Khrushchev heralded a change
in the EKremlin's attitude toward Belgrade.
Tito’s signing, on August 4, 1954, of a treaty
of alliance, political cooperation and mutual
assistance with Greece and Turkey, with its
clear security commitment, apparently pre-
cipitated a major decision in Moscow to
seek a rapprochement with the regime which
Stalin failed to destroy. New and politically
more sober Eremlin heads wanted to correct
Btalin’s blunder. Moreover, they recognized
the validity of Tito's claim that, despite all
that had passed, he did not betray the Com-
munist cause. They were even prepared to
don sackcloth to persuade the “heretic” to
return to the fold. Tito, delighted by the
turn of events in Russia, thought that the
moment of “rehabilitation” was approach-
ing. He set out to dictate the terms of a
reconciliation with Moscow which would not
jeopardize the vitally needed Western aid
and military protection.

Ehrushchev’s trip to Belgrade in May 1955
and the joint Soviet-Yugoslav declaration of
June 2 indeed gave every reason for Tito's
satisfaction. A paragraph in the resolution
sounded like a triumph of a basic Titoist
conception of the relationship between
socialist states: “Compliance with the princi-
ple of mutual respect for, and noninterfer-
ence in, internal affairs for any reason what-
soever, whether of an economie, political, or
ideological mature, because questions of in-
ternal organization, or difference in social
systems and of different forms of socialist
development, are solely the concern of the
individual countries."” Moreover, Tito either
was not asked or else had succeeded in skirt-
ing the thorny question of his formal re-
entry into the Communist bloc. In any
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event, after the meeting with Khrushchev he
became a convinced, and to many listeners
around the world a convincing, proponent of
the thesis that the Soviet system was under-
going fundamental change and that Nikita
Ehrushchev was the champion of the liberal
wing of the CPSU. His enthusiasm waxed
with Khrushchey's anti-Stalin blasts at the
20th congress of the CPSU. The dissolu-
tion of the Cominform in April 1956 seemed
additional proof of Ehrushchev’s willingness
to dismantle & major barrier on the road to
Belgrade. The Tito-Khrushchev embrace be-
came crushing in June 1056 when a tri-
umphant Tito toured the Soviet Union. The
man who only recently had been branded in
the Soviet Union as the most infamous
traitor of soclalism was now given a hero's
welcome, The country and its regime which
in November 1852 had been barraged by
Tito's maledictions was once again treated
as a faithtul ally. ‘Yugoslavia,” Tito ex-
claimed in a speech made in Stalingrad on
June 11, 1956, “in time of war as well as in
time of peace, marches shoulder to shoulder
with the Soviet people toward the same
goal—victory of soclalism.”

In that summer of 1956, Tito seemed to
have reached the pinnacle of his career: no
power, either in the West or in the East,
wanted his overthrow; his basic domestic
and foreign political conceptions—decentral-
ization at home and Communist pluriformity
abroad—were either practiced or recognized
by Moscow Itself; his was again an illus-
trious name on the Communist roster,
cleansed by communism’s “high priests”
themselves of the stigma of treason. Tito-
ism, indeed, seemed to have become a “pat-
tern for international communism.”

TITO'S AMBITIONS AND THE HUNGARIAN REVOLT

It seemed obvious during the 1955-56
honeymoon between Belgrade and Moscow
that Tito’s ambition was to offer Yugoslavia's
experience as a blue print for the destalini-
zation of the satellites.

This ambition was not unrealistic. The
Yugoslav example appealed strongly to many
Communist leaders within the bloe: Yugo-
slavia did not suffer under the physical pres-
ence of the Red army; its Communist Party
still enjoyed a full monopoly of power but
was free to experiment and thus improve the
country's economy; and it received lLiuge
sums in Western aid with no political con-
cesslon requested in return. The allure was
strengthened by the uncertainties and vacil-
lations of the post-Stalin leadership in Mos-
cow.

The explosions of 18566 proved dramatically,
however, that Titolsm was not exportable.
Tito had no desire to dismantle the Com-
munist regimes; he wanted only to reform
them in order to render them more popular
and efficient. In spite of this and to his
avowed dismay, the Hungarian revolution
spiralled dangerously beyond the safety level.
The revolt, if successful, would have en-
gulfed not only the satellite empire, but quite
conceivably the regime in Yugoslavia as well.
And beyond Hungary and Poland, the major-
ity of other satellite governments were In the
hands of unrepentant Stalinists, clearly un-
willing to fall in step with the béte noire of
yesterday.

The Hungarian earthquake inevitably tore
fissures in the incipient Moscow-Belgrade
axis, if for no other reason than Khru-
shchev's need of a scapegoat for his own fail-
ures. The revolt also brought into bold re-
lief a basic consideration in Tito's attitude
toward Moscow. In his Pula speech of No-
vember 11, 1956, Tito criticized the first but
justified the second Soviet military inter-
vention in Hungary. He was against Soviet
interference so long as a Communist regime
was master of the local situation. He fa-
vored Soviet military involvement when the
local party's power threatened to crumble.

A series of important concessions to Khru-
shchev during the summer and fall of 1957
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{acknowledged by Tito himself in his article
in the October 1957 issue of Foreign Affairs)
was aimed at procuring for Tito a place of
equality at the roundtable of the polycentric
Communist system championed by him. His
plans, however, were thwarted by Mao Tse-
tung's Intransigence in Moscow: the Chinese
Communist leadership was resolutely op-
posed to any further sharing of the reins
over the bloc. Finding himself thus barred
from the inner sanctum of Communist lead-
ership, Tito decided not to submit uncondi-
tionally to the binding rigors of a centralized
Communist discipline. For this reason, he
did not personally attend the conclave of
Communist parties in Moscow in November
1957; nor did the CPY sign the Declaration
of 12 Communist parties in power. But Tito
did instruct his representatives, Kardel] and
Rankovie, to affix their signatures to the
manifesto of the 64 Communist parties of
the entire world which, in the words of the
New York Times, “endorsed every major for-
eign policy proposal of the Soviet Union.”
As before, domestic power considerations
dictated to Tito not to rejoin the Communist
bloe. Ideological and personal reasons, how-
ever, prompted him to insist, as always, that
Yugoslavia belonged to the Communist
““world.”

KHRUSHCHEV'S FLEXIBLE APPROACH

The second Soviet-Yugoslav dispute flared
on the occasion of the Seventh Congress of
the League of the Communists of Yugoslavia
(LCY), held in April 1958. Its main deto-
nator was the program adopted by the Con-
gress.

The new dispute, however, evolved -quite
differently from the quarrel of 1948. While
the Chinese and Albanlan attacks on LCY's
out-and-out revisionist program sounded
Hke Stalin at his vitriolic best, the Soviet
attitude was markedly reserved. In three of
his important speeches of 19568—at the
Seventh Congress of the Bulgarian Commu-
nist Party on June 3, at the Fifth Congress
of the Socialist Unity Party of Germany on
July 11, and while sharing the rostrum in
Lenin's Central Stadium in Moscow with
Wiadyslaw Gomulka on November 10—EKhru-
shchev outlined several guidelines in his own
approach to Tito's Yugoslavia. Contrary to
Stalin's all-out attack and severance of all
ties with Belgrade, Khrushchev advocated
the development of mormal, even intensive,
relations with Yugoslavia on the level of in-
tergovernmental dealings. He expressed also
a bellef that “as Communists we would like
to reach mutual understanding and coopera-
tion on the party level.” He conceded, sig-
nificantly, that the Yugoslav Communists
displayed “great merits in the struggle
against our common class enemies,” and he
hoped that ‘“despite the present circum-
stances we shall continue to wage a joini
struggle against these enemies in the future
as well, and shall defend peace and soclalism
together.” At the same time, however, he
declared that the “clearly schismatic and
revisionist line” of Yugoslav Communists
will call for a continuous “irreconcilable
ideological struggle,” but tempered this bat-
tle call with the advice that “we should not
devote greater attention to the Yugoslav re-
visionists than they actually deserve.”

‘These ambiguities underscored once again
Khrushchev's resilient policy toward his ob-
streperous Yugoslav comrades. He wanted
to be able, simultaneously or alternately, to
collaborate with them, to criticize them, to
compliment them, and to ignore them, re-
taining always the initiative in using any
one of these stick-and-carrot tactics. This
manifold and flexible treatment of Titoism,
characteristic in general of Ehrushchev's
political gamesmanship, implied a “maxi-
mum” and “minimum’ target. At best Tito
or his successors should be lured, again and
again, to reenter the bloc and renounce their
claim to ideological and operational inde-
pendence. In this connection leaders and
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members of the League of the Communists
of Yugoslavia should be constantly reminded
{as purposively stressed in the draft-program
of the CPSU submitted to its 22d Con-
gress) that it is theoretically untenable,
economically harmful and politically dan-
gerous to attempt to build socialism in isola-
tion from the world Socialist system.

At the same time these pressures and at-
tacks should be treated as “family gquarrels,”
to be terminated if and when the prodigal
sons returned to the fold. But should these
tactics fail, one should keep Tito isolated
while ignoring the achievements of his re-
gime. Such gquarantine tactics should,
furthermore, turn Titolsm from a lability
into an asset. By blocking the impact of
Titolsm on Communist Eastern Europe, its
irrepressible dynamism would inevitably be
turned on the non-Communist world of un-
derdeveloped nations, thus indirectly ad-
vancing Moscow's aim of rolling back the
West’s political and economic stakes and
strategic deployment.

Most important perhaps in this Machiavel-
lilan program, laid down in 19568 but pro-
jected well into the future, was the change
in the role of the chief actor, Khrushchev
himself. He was in 1958, and has been in-
creasingly since, quite a different man from
the rather ridiculous solicitor of Tito who,
in May of 1955, made that absurd and ab-
ject speech at the Belgrade airport. The
new EKhrushchev was a post-Hungary, post-
antiparty purge, postsputnik man, brim-
ming with self-confidence and convinced
that he had found not only the way to deal
with Tito, but with the whole range of prob-
lems confronting the expansion of com-
munism.

YUGOSLAVIA'S MEASURED DEFENSE

Frustrated in his efforts to have the prin-
ciple of the Belgrade declaration of June
19556 accepted as a pattern for interstate as
well as Interparty Communist relations,
Tito braced himself for a new wave of at-
tacks and a new phase of isolation. His
hopes that the liberal Khrushchev and “hun-
dred-flowers” Mao would recognize him as
equal partner in shaping the destinles of a
polycentric Communist system were still-
born. Bombarded with similar accusations
as in 1948, the Yugoslav Communists adopted
a similar defense and counterattack, On the
one hand, they refuted the charges hurled
against them, branding them as an “unprin-
cipled campaign against Socialist Yugo-
slavia.” On the other hand, they offered
to the world their own program, boasting
proudly that this, in Tito's words, “docu-
ment of historical importance” was destined
to be a major contribution to original and
creative Marxist-Leninist thought.

The same clalm to genuine Marxism which
Djilas had articulated in November 1852 was
now pressed by Tito. In his Labin speech,
on June 15, 1958, he remarked bitterly: “It
appears to us that history bestowed on us
this hard road to preserve the development of
soclalism from degeneration.”

From that time on until the publication of
the draft program of the CPSU, which con-
tained several passages of direct or veiled
criticism of Yugoslav revisionism, the
ideological quarrel flared sporadically, with
varying degrees of intensity. In the un-
folding of the three-cornered—Soviet,
Chinese, and Yugoslav—dispute over Com-
munist orthodoxy, the Yugoslav Commu-
nists invariably attuned their answers to the
pitch of the attacks made upon them. To
the violent Chinese or Albanian diatribes
they retorted without sparing venom. When
replying to criticism from Moscow or other
satellites, they wusually avolded abusive
words and couched their arguments with ex-
treme care. The common theme in all of
these was that their unwillingness to yield to
the censors was due only to their own ide-
ological unimpeachability. This was suc-
cinectly stated by Edvard Kardel] in his book

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

on “Sociallsm and War,"” published in 1860.
The distinctive features of this book were
the indictment of Chinese “Stalinism,” a
considerable degree of acceptance of Soviet
views, and a self-righteous insistence on
being the closest to an authentic Marxist
interpretation of world problems.

Other moves by Yugoslavia indicate Tito’s
responsive reactions to Khrushchev's initia-
tives. Particularly since the second half of
1959, Yugoslavia has strengthened political,
economic and cultural ties with other Com-
munist countries, except China and Albania.
This—in the Communist jargon—"normali-
zation of relations” on the state level is
manifested by intensive exchanges of dele-
gations of practically every kind, by an in-
crease in trade with countries of the Warsaw
bloe (representing in mid-1861 about 27
percent of Yugloslavia’s foreign trade), and
by long-term economic agreements with the
majority of the East European countries.

Finally, the pattern of Yugoslav-Soviet
relations emerges most clearly in Tito's ac-
tions and rationalizations in foreign affalrs—
a topic which calls for more lingering scru-
tiny.

THE SUBTLE GAME WITH KHRUSHCHEV

Despite the deterioration of the inter-
party tles with the CPSU following the No-
vember 1957 Moscow meeting, the orlenta-
tion of Yugoslavia’s forelgn policy continued
to hew significantly to the Soviet Union's
foreign political course. To be sure, Tito's
report to the Seventh Congress of the LCY,
held in April 1958, scored the dlvision of
the world into two military blocs, both of
which he claimed Yugoslavia would refuse
to join. Beyond this declaration of formal
neutrality, however, the speech brimmed
with indictments of NATO and U.S. policles
and approvals of Soviet actions. Indeed, the
report constituted a complete retraction of
Tito's statements at the sixth congress of
his party 514 years earlier.

Once again the West was the villain. Ac-
cording to Tito, its powerful reactionary cir-
cles were toying with the idea of a crusade
against communism. He charged that West-
ern powers forged NATO not only to resist
Stalin’s rigid and needlessly aggressive for-
eign policy, but also as an instrument for
world domination, thus provoking the for-
mation of the “defensive" Warsaw Pact.
Tensions in the cold war, claimed Tito, were
sharpened by the Western trade embargo
against Socialist countries. He accused the
West of drawing a strategic noose around
the U.S.8.R. and other Eastern countries, and
of heavy-footed interference in the internal
affairs of the people's democracles engaged
in building a new Soclalist order. Tito re-
Jjected emphatically any thought of joining
the Atlantic Pact or any other European
agreement of a ‘“bloc” nature, and stressed
that the “military side of the Balkan Pact
has gotten a secondary character.”

The key remark in Tito's report was that,
since June 1955, “Yugoslavia was not threat-
ened any more by an aggression” and that
the relations with the U.S.8.R., and other
countries of people's democracy (they were
never again called Soviet “satellites”) were
continuously improving. In other words,
unlike Stalin, Ehrushchev was not challeng-
ing the position of Yugoslavia's rulers; there-
fore, the latter were willing, despite all ideo-
logical disagreements with the CPSU, to
endorse the main tenets of Soviet foreign
policy. In the subtle games they were play-
ing with Ehrushchev, this was a concession
to temper any annoyance by Moscow at their
refusal to rejoin the bloc.

The same motive, to be undisturbed at
home while retaining full freedom of action,
emerged starkly in the new LCY’s program
of 1868. The two concepts stressed in the
program's chapters on “Foreign Policy of
Boclalist Yugoslavia” and on the “Struggle
for Soclalism Under New Conditions' were ac-
tive coexistence and proletarlan Internation-
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alism. The program stipulated that “the pol-
icy of active coexistence should rest on re-

-spect of independence, sovereignty, equality,

territorial integrity and noninterference in
the internal affairs of other countries.” This
enumeration, an echo of the 1955 Belgrade
declaration. was obvlously intended as a re-
minder to the Soviet leaders that they them-
selves had approved Yugoslavia's right to
develop her own form of socialism. The idea
of “proletarian internationalism” was op-

d to any notion of “national commu-
nism"” (twice explicitly rejected in the pro-
gram) and served to indicate that Yugoslav
Communists were faithful believers of the
Marxist-Leninist credo that “humanity was
moving deep into the era of socialism,” as
stated in the program. They were ready to
lend a militant hand to encourage this
process.

These basic tenets—pleading innocence to
the Kremlin's charges of ldeological devi-
ation, but echoing substantially Moscow's
forelgn political line—have characterized
Yugoslavia's attitude toward Moscow In the
past 3 years. Practically every Tito speech
on foreign affairs during this period (in
particular his address before the General
Assembly of the United Nations in New York
on September 22, 1960, and again before the
Yugoslav Parliament on December 26) con-
tained homilies on the virtues of peaceful
coexistence and the evils of the division of
the . world into two military camps, while
leaning heavily toward Moscow when dis-
cussing the issues of the day. His embrace
of the Soviet position was never warmer
than in his speech before the Belgrade Con-
ference of nonaligned nations on September
3, 1961.

He endorsed Khrushcheyv's proposal on
general disarmament and derided the U.S.
fetish of controls and inspections. He ex-
pressed understanding of the reasons in-
voked by the Soviet Government in resuming
atomic tests in the atmosphere (chiding the
Boviets only for timing the tests with the
start of the conference). He endorsed the
thesis of two German states, one of which
was acquiring a “more and more outspokenly
new soclal character” while the other fea-
tured “a typical capitalist soclal system preg-
nant with interwoven remnants of Fascist
and revenge conceptions and tendencles.”
He explained that some people in the West
were opposed to the principle of peaceful
coexistence for they were afrald that in
peaceful competition with the Socialist sys-
tem, capitalism would not fare well. He
asked finally for the modification of the role
of the Secretary General of the United
Nations, suggesting that he be downgraded
to a simple “administrative functionary of
the U.N. without independent political com-
petency.”

The remainder of the speech was devoted
to strictures on neocolonialism, including
sharp criticlsm of U.S. policles in Latin
America and praise for the unanimous re-
sistance of the Cuban people against the ag-
gressive intervention of the preceding April.
Since anticolonialism represents one of the
cornerstones of Tito's foreign policy, it calls
for closer examination.

TITO'S BLOC BUILDING

In December of 1954, Tito started on a
month's visit to two Aslan countries, Burma
and India. Exactly 4 years later he repeated
this journey, broadening it this time, how-
ever, to include in addition to the above two
countries Ceylon, Ethiopia, Sudan and the
United Arab Republic. His most recent trip,
early in 1961, was to eight African countries
(Ghana, Togo, Liberia, Guinea, Mali, Morocco,
Tunisia, and again the United Arab Re-
public).

Ever since his first Journey, Tito has been
busily engaged in building an informal but
active bloc of nonalined countries, In his of-
ficial pronouncements he has suggested that
these nonalined countries should refuse
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stalwartly to join any of the existing mili-
tary blocs and decline to take any part in the
global cold war. Thus, although militarily
and economically weak, they would be in a
position to exert strong pressure on the
leaders of the two antagonistic blocs, urging
them to preserve peace by disarming and to
convert their huge military budgets to peace-
ful means of economic development through-
out the world. These are, on the surface,
noble goals. However, they assume a dif-
ferent hue when examined against the back-
ground of Titoist ideology as well as Yugo-
slavia’s stand on world issues.

As regards ideology, the 1958 program of
the LCY had clearly stated that “in the un-
derdeveloped countries just liberated from
colonial oppression, tendencies and possibil-
ities exist for bypassing certain phases of
capitalist development and immediately
passing onto the construction of the eco-
nomic foundations of the development of
socialism.” By the same token, the principle
of active coexistence, as applied to these
countries, had only one precise meaning: to
broaden the basis of the struggle against
imperialism and colonialism.

These passages are important because they
identify anticolonialism with the ultimate
victory of socialism, i.e. communism, and
because they clearly reflect the belief that
Titolsm represents for these countries a most
suitable blueprint for achleving socialism.
A host of actions by Belgrade corroborates
these points: the publication of the LCY
program in 26 foreign editions, including a
Spanish one in Chile, an Indonesian in Dja-
karta, a Burmese in Rangoon and an Indian
in New Delhi; Tito's speech at Bandung
University on December 26, 1858; another
speech in Belgrade on April 27, 1961, after
his return from Africa; tireless efforts to
achieve closest connections of every kind
with the underdeveloped countries (this be-
ing one of the most important tasks of the
Socialist Alliance of the Working People of
Yugoslavia, alias Popular Front); uncondi-
tional support given to any anticolonial
movement in the world; the investment of
over $5 million to organize the Belgrade
conference. All this speaks for Tito’s ambi-
tion to offer his doctrine, system and leader-
ship to the emerging third world.

These feverish activities by a small coun-
try in vast and remote regions of the world
do not suggest that Tito works in a planned
and concerted partnership with the Soviet
Union to promote the spread of communism.
As Zbigniew Brzezinski has correctly pointed
out: “The conflict between the traditional
Soviet dichotomic image of the world and
the Yugoslav version of an Interrelated,
worldwide, and largely organic develop-
ment toward socialism was not resolved.”
Quite likely, moreover, the Soviet leaders
watch with mixed feelings Tito's close friend-
ship with countries on which they them-
selves would prefer to have a more direct
influence.

YUGOSLAV-SOVIET RELATIONS

Nonetheless, despite the heretic label
affixed upon it by the Communist bloc,
Titolsm promotes Soviet interests in the
third world—if not directly then at least in-
directly—by inspiring and supporting atti-
tudes in these countries detrimental to the
basic interests of the West. First of all, as
George Bailey has described it in the Re-
porter: “The fitting of the Marxist formula
onto the natural anticolonial reaction is the
greatest service the Yugoslay regime has
made to the Communist cause.” BSecondly,
Tito's public statements and behind-the-
scene politicking at the Belgrade conference
confirmed once more that he is doing his
utmost to aline the nonalined behind Soviet
foreign policy objectives. Even should he
not succeed in this endeavor, however, his
anti-imperialist harangues and the support
he tenders to radical revolutionary move-
ments in the developing areas helps to
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undermine Western positions and creates
effective roadblocks to the kind of coopera-
tive ventures envisaged in the U.S. Alliance
for Progress program. One of the iromic
paradoxes of our time is that at least part of
the generous economic assistance given by
the United States to Yugoslavia as a calcu-
lated gamble to weaken the Communist bloc
is used by Tito to undermine Western power
and influence in the grey zones of southeast
Asia, Africa, and, less directly, Latin America.

If we go a step further and try to adduce
the reasons for Tito's insistence on the
closest ties with the nonalined, we come
again face to face with the aforementioned
trinity of factors shaping Yugoslav foreign
policy. In the first place, intimacy with the
world’s neutrals—whom the Boviet Union
also woos actively—offers to the Communist
rulers of Yugoslavia a supplementary guaran-
tee that the U.S.8.R. will refrain from any
openly aggressive act against them. Sec-
ondly, the spread of Titoism in the under-
developed countries compensates for the lack
of access to the Communist bloc and provides
the LCY with the psychological palliative
of participating actively in the irrepressible
march toward communism. Finally, for
Tito's inflated ego, even an informal co-
leadership of the shapeless third bloc com-
pensates to some extent for the grandiose
dreams thwarted by Stalin, Mao, and Ehru-
shchev. Barred from the Moscow inner
sanctum, Tito can look to impressionable
audiences between Djakarta and Accra to ap-
plaud his actions and provide fulfillment for
his self-arrogated mission: the struggle for
communism as he himself has shaped it since
1950 and now offers it magnanimously to the
world.

THE FUTURE WITH OR WITHOUT TITO

It might be appropriate to conclude this
analysis with a few remarks about the prob-
able future course of Titoist foreign policy.
As long as Tito lives and continues to wield
undisputed leadership over his party, it is
unlikely that Yugoslavia will openly and of-
ficially reenter the Soviet bloc: if nothing
else, the twin fears of falling into a new
Soviet trap and of forfeiting American aid
will continue to guide the actions of Yugo-
slavia's present rulers. At the same time,
they will most certainly maintain their sup-
port of Moscow's foreign policy, waxing even
more benevolent as Khrushchev acts tougher
but does not threaten them directly. They
will also tend to draw closer to the Eremlin
to the extent that relations between Moscow
and Peking continue to deteriorate. The
support of Moscow's policies will not, how-
ever, be total—if for no other reason than
Tito's need to preserve token credentials of
independence when asking for American
assistance.

The entire bent of Tito's policy, however,
will be put to the test when Yugoslavia's
master leaves the scene. Already today
Yugoslavia is feeling the pinch of isolation
between the two European blocs which, un-
der their respective auspices, are moving
ever more rapidly toward closer integration.
Moreover, the experiments of economic de-
centralization will probably come under fire
from powerful elements, not only within the
LCY rank-and-file but also in its central
committee, who favor a much tighter con-
trol over the economy along with much clos-
er ties with the U.S.S.R. It is possible that
Tito's gestures at the Belgrade conference
were intended as a sop to these “neo-comin-
formist” elements. In any event, once Tito’s
unifying leadership has been removed, these
forces would certainly make a concerted bid
for power, but in so doing would meet with
resistance both inside the LCY and in the
country at large.

. Conceivably, Tito's individual or collective
heirs might succeed in continuing his line.
But it is by no means fantastic to assume
that a grave crisis might follow the dictator’s
death, affording to both the U.S.8.R. and the
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U.S. multiple opportunities to exert a deci-
sive influence upon the future of Yugoslavia
and, through it, upon broader areas of the
globe.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
at this point in the Recorp the article
written by Paul Underwood, to which I
have previously referred, entitled “Tito's
Neutral Road—Toward Moscow,” and
also the article entitled “They Call
Themselves Neutrals,” written by George
Bailey, and published in Reporter maga-
zine.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the New York Times magazine, Nov.
26, 1961]

TiTo's NEUTRAL Roap—ToWARD Moscow
(By Paul Underwood)

BELGRADE.—Thirteen years and $2 billion
worth of American aid after Yugoslavia broke
away from the Soviet bloe, the role of Presi-
dent Tito and his unique Communist regime
is under fire throughout the Western World.

Critics accuse him of deliberately helping
the Soviet Union. The projected sale of 130
jet fighter planes to him has roused a storm
of objections in the United States. The
State Department is welghing decisions on
Yugoslav aid applications pending a review
of Yugoslav-United States relations.

In Western Europe, similar studies are
underway that could radically change the
complexion of Yugoslav relations with that
part of the world.

Marshal Tito characteristically has made
no effort to calm the storm. On the con-
trary, he has hit back, accusing the United
States of attempting to use economic pres-
sure to force him to change his foreign policy.
And, if anything he has moved even closer
to Soviet positions on world issues.

In large measure—although Washington
insists its review had been started before-
hand—the uproar represents a not surprising
reaction to President Tito's almost blanket
endorsement of Soviet positions at the re-
cent conference in Belgrade of leaders of 256
unalined nations. It is obvious that by this
stand the Yugoslav president lost heavily in
his relations with the West while apparently
galning nothing from the other side. At
the subsequent congress of the Soviet Com-
munist Party—the results of which Tito
described as of great signifiance for “the fur-
ther movement toward a truly democratic
and progressive development” throughout
the world as well as in the Soviet Union—
Premier Khrushchev repaid him by once
again branding Yugoslav revisionism as the
greatest single danger within the interna-
tional Communist movement.

What factors led the Yugoslav chief to
take up this position? The answer undoubt-
edly lies in the character of Marshal Tito, In
his conception of the world and of Yugo-
slavia’s place in it, and in the development
of the unusual system known as Titoism.

There is little in the man that fits the
ordinary conception of a Communist dictator.
He is a dignified, charming person who wins
over visitors whatever their political lean-
ings. He has an easy laugh, a clear, ruddy
complexion usually bronzed from the sun
and wind. Although 69 years old, he could
easily pass for 10 years younger.

He can be frighteningly angry—at such
times, his face freezes into a stony mask and
his aids, uncommonly hushed, step a pace
or two back. But usually in public he is the
dignified, smiling father of his people.

Tito's dominance of the Yugoslav scene
is unchallenged. No one who has spent more
than a few days in the country can doubt
that he is the absolute boss. Smiling por-
traits, frowning portraits, tight-lipped and
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determined portraits stare down from the
walls of every public bullding, store, restau-
rant, bar, and coffee house.

His army of 30 divislons—the largest single
land force in Europe except for the Soviet
Union's—is garrisoned in every corner of the
country. The highly efficlent Ministry of the
Interior has thousands of UDBA (Bureau of
State Security) agents monitoring telephone
calls, listening in coffee houses, and checking
suspicious movements. Only one political
force exists in the country, the Communist
Party, and the men who sit on its politburo
are the men who run the show. Any hint of
organized opposition is stepped on imme-
diately.

These are familiar features of any Com-
munist dictatorship. More interesting are
the things about Tito’s Yugoslavia that set
it apart from other Communist countries.
Both officlal and soclal relatlons with for-
eigners are permitted. Thousands of non-
officlal Yugoslavs travel abroad, the vast
majority to the West, and return. News-
papers from Western Europe and the United
States are on sale in the major cities. There
is no jamming of forelgn broadcasts.

Forcible collectivization of farmland was
stopped In 1853, and more than 90 percent
of the nation's agricultural surface is pri-
vately owned. Although the officlal goal is
still a completely soclalized agriculture, re-
gime spokesmen insist the only pressure
toward that end will be the economic force
of the market, driving the least efiiclent to
the wall. The fact that the legal limita-
tion of individual landholdings to 25 acres
or less and that the high cost to the individ-
ual farmer of fertillzer and equipment are
speeding that process only slightly tarnishes
the gleam on Belgrade's unorthodoxy,

There is no insistence on Soclalist real-
Ism. Modern artlsts and writers whose
names are anathema Iin Moscow are hon-
ored in Belgrade, and all of the “isms” that
proliferate in the art world have their fol-
lowers in Yugoslavia.

Probably the most significant of the Tito-
ist innovations has been the series of changes
in the economic sphere that have given the
Yugoslavs an impressive degree of genuine
economie democracy—decentralization of
planning and authority, the establishment
of workers’ councils to run the nation’s en-

, acknowledgment of the law of
supply and demand and the desirability of
competition.

Along with these have come ever increas-
ing economic ties with the West. In recent
years, the Yugoslavs have enjoyed one of the
highest rates of economic growth in the
world and a rise in living standards surpass-
ing any of their Communist-ruled neighbors.

All of these noveltles have contributed
toward the establishment of an atmosphere
so different from other Communist capitals
that an elderly Bulgarian, permitted to leave
his homeland last year for the first time since
1945, burst into tears on a Belgrade square,
exclaiming: “"How wonderful again to see
people who are free."

None of this could be without the blessing
of Tito, who was born Josip Brog, of Croatian
Catholic parents in the village of KEumrovae,
near Zagreb, on May 25, 1892, The name
Tito, a common one in his locality, he
adopted afterward as a cover during his
colorful career in Communist conspiracy and
revolution. Eight of his 14 brothers and
sisters died in infancy, The other members
of the poor peasant family had a hard life.

The future Yugoslav chief was trained as
a locksmith and became a metalworker.
At the outbreak of World War I, he was
drafted into a Croatian regiment in the
Austrian Army. Sent to the Russian front,
he was wounded and catured by czarist
forces. Imprisoned for organizing protests
against the treatment of war captives, he
was sent to Siberia, only to be released by
the Bolsheviks during the 1917 revolution.
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He remained in Russia long enough to see
the trilumph of the revolution and to marry
a Russian girl, the first of his three wives.

The young revolutionary returned to Yugo-
slavia and promptly joined the then-illegal
Communist Party. His rise was steady, de-
spite several years in prison for illegal ac-
tivity. In 1934, he was elected to the party
Politburo and sent to Moscow, where he
worked in the Balkan section of the Comin-
tern, the old headquarters of the interna-
tional Communist movement. On his return
to Yugoslavia 2 years later, he reorganized
his own party, and 1938 took over its leader-
ship.

The story of the bloody fight waged by
partisan forces against both the Axis in-
vaders and internal enemies during World
War II is known the world around. In the
immediate postwar years, Tito and his alds
were Moscow's most loyal supporters, self-
willed prisoners of the Soviet conception of
a Marxist state.

The development of Yugoslavia’s individ-
ual approach came only after Belgrade’s
quarrel with Stalin and the 1948 expulsion of
Yugoslavia from the Cominform. The cen-
tral issue beyond doubt was the continuance
in power of Tito and the men around him,
who owed Stalin nothing, having fought and
won both their own ecivil war as well as the
battle against the Axis.

Although shaken by the clash, Tito in no
way lost his faith in Marxism, and he and
his aids came slowly to the belief that the
internal difficulties they were experiencing
were due not to Marxism itself but to what
they came to view as the anti-Marxist poli-
cies of Stalin’s Soviet Union,

With the dawn of this conception, and
buoyed up by Western support, Belgrade's
leaders began their search for a satisfactory
blueprint for the Marxist state they en-
visioned. The system they developed has
borrowed ideas and methods from capitalism,
but it is & mistake to think, as many people
in the West seem to, that the Yugoslavs are
moving away from communism.

Belgrade sees these borrowed ldeas and
methods simply as tools equally adaptable
to any soclal or economic system, and re-
quiring the sacrifice of none of the basic
tenets of Marxism.

Nevertheless, the Yugoslavs have been and
continue to be a disturbing element in in-
ternational communism. Their ability to
maintain both an independent posture in the
world and a rate of economic growth sur-
passing that of the BSoviet bloc countrles
is undenlably attractive to thousands of
Communists in Moscow’s Eastern European
satellites.

To criticlsm from the bloc that they have
become *‘agents of American imperialism,”
the Yugoslavs reply that it was simply good
Marxist strategy to obtain from the West the
means for transforming thelr country into a
Communist soclety. Tito and his associates
can rightfully boast that in accepting aid
from the West they have never subscribed to
any commitment that could curb their free-
dom of action,

While at home they have maintained a
pragmatic approach to domestic problems,
refusing to be bound by ideoclogical positions
demonstrably impractical, they have in no
way diluted the Communist essence of their
system. Tito has repeatedly declared: *I
am a Communist and nothing but a Com-
munist.”

This statement deserves more attention
than it is often given in studies of Yugoslav
forelgn—as well as domestic—policles,
Among other things, it inescapably means
that the Yugoslav chief subscribes to the
Marxist theory of the inevitable decline of
capitalism and the triumph of communism,

He argues with the Kremlin on several im-
portant points; for instance, he contends
that Soclalist forms are now evolving within
capitalist socleties and can gain victory there
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without violence—a contradiction of the
orthodox view. Nevertheless, he told a re-
cent interviewer that although the Soviet
Union and Yugoslavia differed as to methods
their basic alms were identical.

This is in reality an oversimplification of
his position. Tito has consistently main-
tained there could be no single pattern for
soclalism; that, as a result of differing inter-
nal conditions, nations must take different
Ppaths to the common goal.

In the difficult years after the break with
the Cominform the Yugoslav leaders awoke
to the fact that their continued rule was
dependent on the feeling of their own people,
on the popularity of the regime they con-
structed. They had to build what was, In
effect, a purely Yugoslav approach to social-
ism that would appeal to the people, non-
Communists as well as Communists, and to
thelr national spirlt.

This fact explains in part the compara-
tively liberal course of Yugoslav communism
during the past 13 years—a more rigid rule
would court the danger of internal revolt.
But a complete explanation also entails a
recognition of the role Tito's own philosophy
played in that development, ?

The Yugoslav President is not a great the-
orist. He Is primarily a man of action, con-
cerned with practical ways to achieve his
alms. His conversion to communism was
probably more an emotional experience than
an intellectual process. Speaking once of
his years in Russia during the revolution, he
sald the scene “created in my mind a really
immense enthusiasm that I can never for-
get.”

His lack of concern for rigid doctrine has
enabled him to maintain a more human ap-
proach to his people than perhaps any other
Communist leader. He iInsists that a “So-
clalist soclety must be bullt for the welfare
of man and not for something abstract.
Humanism in the true sense of the word is
essential to socialism.”

Tito once told an interviewer who asked
him about great men that a man was “great
for his surroundings if he s able to under-
stand well the aspirations of his people and
to direct his activity so as to satisfy the de-
sires of his people.”

Up to a point, he would fit his own def-
inition of "greatness”; to the majority of
Yugoslavs he is the embodiment of their na-
tion. But he could never tolerate any course
he considered counter to the eventual com-
munization of Yugoslavia, even if desired by
his people.

As a dedicated Communist, he must pursue
a path that he feels will lead him to the
same goal the Soviet leaders have in mind.
As a disciple of Marx and Lenin, he still must
see in the Soviet Union a comradely nation,
mistaken perhaps, but traveling in his di-
rection. A quarrel with the West is a quar-
rel with a philosophy alien to him, A guar-
rel with Moscow is a family fight,

Since 1948, Tito’s maln foreign policy con-
cern has been to broaden its base and pre-
vent the possible isolation of Yugoslavia.
His efforts can be divided into three dis-
tinct periods.

The first, the years immediately follow-
ing 1048, saw a close association with the
West, because of the need for defense
agalnst the threats and military maneuvers
of neighboring Communist states. This
was the perlod of the Balkan Pact with
Greece and Turkey, an alliance that asso-
ciated Yugoslavia, at least loosely, with the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization,

The second period followed the death of
Stalin and the 1955 visit of Mr. Khrushchev
to Belgrade to make a public avowal of Yu-
goslavia's right to differ from the bloc. Tito
then shifted the weight of his attentlon and
sought to create a base of support within
the bloe, This effort collapsed in the wake
of the 19566 upheavals in Eastern Europe
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and the Yugoslav refusal to sign the 19567
Moscow declaration of common policy with
the bloe,

Sometime during this period, Tito appar-
ently came to two conclusions that still
influence his assessment of the world situa-
tion. The first was that the West was rap-
idly losing the cold war and that the ex-
pected collapse of capitalism was much more
immediate than it had appeared a few years
before.

The second was that the Soviet Union
under Mr, Khrushchev was an entirely dif-
ferent thing from what it had been under
Stalin, and that he might be able to reach
an accommodation even with a triumphant
Kremlin, provided Yugoslavia could muster
proper support in the world,

These conclusions set the stage for the
third phase of Tito's post-1948 policy. Re-
buffed by the East and unwilling to turn to
the allen—and doomed—West, he began his
search for friends among the new countries
of Asia and Africa. In doing so, however, he
did not renounce all hope of influence with-
in Eastern Europe, the area of his abiding
concern,

Belgrade’s drive for influence and support
among the Asians and Africans has been
successful, on the whole; whether it repre-
sents a setback or an advance in the Com-
munist penetration of these countries is
moot. The Chinese Communists ridicule as-
sociation with such bourgeois nationalists
as Nasser and Sukarno but Moscow shows
slgns of being impressed with Belgrade's
success.

In conversations with westerners, Yugo-
slavs assert that their activities in the un-
derdeveloped countries actually help the
West because they keep the Africans and
Asians out of the Soviet camp. Inherent in
this argument is the assumption that there
is no other choice—that all the emerging na-
tions must of necessity turn to the left.

The Yugoslavs deny any desire to export
their own system but they obviously are do-
ing their best to encourage Socialist tend-
encies among their underdeveloped friends.
The exact degree of their influence on these
countries is difficult to assess. Certainly the
larger ones, like Egypt and India, determine
their policies on the basis of their own needs,
without regard to Belgrade. But some of the
smaller and less experienced ones may ac-
tually be swayed by Yugoslav arguments.

Tito’s basic aim in his association with
the nonalined nations seems to be to form
a group of Socialist-minded, essentially anti-
Western supporters in preparation for Mos-
cow’s expected triumph. Such a backing
might enable him to maintain a certain in-
dependence and give him continued influ-
ence even in a Soviet-dominated world.

An independent role has been, and will
continue to be, the sine qua non of Bel-
grade's foreign policy. Geography, ideology,
and convictions as to the course of develop-
ment in the world lead Tito to look to the
East first in consldering his moves. When-
ever there are signs of increasing tension be-
tween Moscow and Peking, Belgrade’'s in-
terest in better relations with the Soviet
leadership grows. At such moments, Khru-
shechev is inclined to include Yugoslavia in
the play of Communist power politics inside
the bloc.

Nevertheless, it is impossible for Tito to
consider actually rejoining the bloc under
Moscow’s terms. To do so would mean not
only the loss of maneuverability but of all
he has built up in the past 13 years. Yugo-
slavia would become only another satellite
like Czechoslovakia or Hungary. For this
reason, Belgrade's alm must always be to
maintain a certain distance from the bloc,
while supporting the general ailms of {ts
foreign policy. How far the Yugoslav leaders
find themselves from the West is to them a
matter of secondary importance.
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[From the Reporter, Sept. 28, 1961]
THEY CALL THEMSELVES NEUTRALS
(By George Bailey)

BELGRADE,—In what has been wryly de-
scribed as the first free discussion the Yugo-
slav Parliament had seen since 1928, Presi-
dent Marshal Josip Broz Tito, addressing
the "neutralist summit conference” here,
praised East Germany as a state of “pro-
nounced social character in all spheres of
soclal life” and damned West Germany as
a “restored * * * typically capitalist social
system, fraught and interwoven with rem-
nants of fascist and revanchist conceptions
and tendencies, which give cause for grave
concern.” He also said that since the time
Nikita Ehrushchev submitted his proposal
on general disarmament to the United Na-
tions the question had not moved one step
further. And he accused the West of block-
ing "real” disarmament by making *“a fe-
tish’ out of the question of controls.

The effect of the speech was immediate
and electric. It appalled many of the dele-
gates, surprised even Tito's friends, and
prompted one of his Asian guests to charac-
terize it as the “outpouring of an oaf.” As
one observer put it: “Tito has had the gall
to damn out of hand the only legitimate
and duly elected government in Germany
and praise the most stinking political phe-
nomenon that exists in the world today.

But the West recelved one important con-
solation prize, the Yugoslav performance at
the Belgrade Conference provided answers
to some longstanding questions about
Yugoslay foreign policy in the last 8 years.

TITO'S HIGH HOPES

The Conference of Nonalined States that
ran from September 1 into the small hours
of September 6 in Belgrade was the culmi-
nation of several years of spadework by the
Yugoslav Government and the fruition of
pllgrimages to Africa and southeast Asia by
Marshal Tito. The idea of the Conference
was conceived as a result of the plenary
session of the United Natlons in New York
last September, when Communist leaders
assembled to present a united front against
the West and the neutral countries found
themselves unprepared and in confusion.
The idea was developed and given form by
Marshal Tito during his tour of Africa last
winter.

But in a larger sense the Conference was
the result of the direction taken by the Yugo-
slav Government 10 years ago to find a way
out of its ideological isolation after the break
with Stalin and its refusal to join forces
with soclial democratic countries and par-
ties of the West. A “campaign to the south”
was undertaken, as one observer put it, as a
way of demonstrating Marxist respectability
without Joining the Soviet Union and its
bloe. It was more than this. It was an
attempt to demonstrate Marxist legitimacy.
In this connection Yugoslavia has seen its
role as that of front runner, trallblazer for
the sort of communism it hoped would evolve
in the Soviet Union as a result of the suc-
cesssion of the “liberal” Khrushchev.
“Yugoslav policy,” said a Belgrade official sev-
eral years ago, “is what Soviet policy ought
to be.”

Indeed, Khrushchev has been the great
hope of the Yugoslav regime ever since he
emerged victorious from the post-Stalin
power struggle and went to Canossa. When
Nikita Sergeyevich stood at the Zemun Air-
port near Belgrade in 19556 and forthrightly
admitted “We made a mistake,” it was the
moment Yugoslav Communists had longed
for. They had asserted themselves and their
course, and brought the mighty Soviet Union
around. Despite all the setbacks they have
suffered since then; the Yugoslavs have never
lost hope. Their optimism has survived
even the experience of being singled out for
condemnation by Ehrushchev in his draft
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program of the Soviet Communist Party
released on July 30. Indeed, the more truc-
ulent Soviet policy became, the more des-
perately and energetically Yugoslavs de-
fended Khrushchev as a victim of Stalinists
at home and Chinese Communists abroad.
This tendency was reduced to absurdity at
the Belgrade Conference. They took the
Soviet decision to resume nuclear testing as
proof that Khrushchev was in the clutches
of Stalinists and proclaimed that only the
West could save the enlightened Khrushchev,
by acceding to Soviet demands.

However, the Yugoslavs hopes in Khru-
shchev were not all illusory. They gained a
compromise victory when the Soviet Union
agreed to restore normal diplomatic rela-
tions. But there was one piece missing:
relations on the government level could not
be fully regularized within the Soviet bloe
until Yugoslavia had also established diplo-
matic relations with the German Democra-
tic Republic. And here was a situation in
which it seemed that Yugoslavia could ren-
der great service to the Soviet Union and
the bloc. For by using the international
prestige it had acquired in its fight against
Stalin, Yugoslavia's act of recognizing East
Germany could be expected to work as a
catalyst, inducing other countries to follow
its example and consolidate the Soviet mili-
tary gains in eastern Europe. But the Yugo-
slavs were woefully mistaken: not one coun-
try followed when they recognized East
Germany in October 1957. They were also
terribly disappointed: West Germany coun-
tered by invoking its Hallstein Act—relations
from countries that recognize East Germany.

From the first, Yugoslavia's association
with East Germany has brought it almost
nothing but trouble. The highly Stalinist
regime of Walter Ulbricht has always been
deeply suspiclous of Titolsm. Yugoslav
diplomats, trade officials, and correspondents
assigned to East Germany have been con-
sistently isolated, badgered, and even man-
handled, Few If any have tried to conceal
their distaste for the small cligue of slow-
witted fanatics who run the country. Worst
of all, as a political entity, East Germany
has been the object of the greatest demon-
stration of popular revulsion in European
history; the flight of four and a half million
East German refugees over a 16-year perlod
that ended only when the regime declared
martial law and sealed the borders tight.
More than all other Communists, Yugoslavs
have been aware of the unviability of Ul-
bricht’s regime. This has led Yugoslav offi-
cialdom to a striking discrepancy between
government policy and private political
views. “It is true,” said a Yugoslav official
in Belgrade to me, “that our government is
still in the hands of the high command of
the partisan movement that fought against
the Germans in the Second World War. Nat-
urally they all have a violent hatred of
Germany. Official Yugoslav policy toward
Germany will not change until the partisan
commanders have died out.”

Recently, however, the discrepancy be-
tween official and private views has been
stretched to the breaking point—especially
since the Communists have sealed off East
Berlin and a full-blown world crisis over
Berlin and Germany has developed. More-
over, Yugoslavs attribute the Soviet de-
cision to resume nuclear testing primarily
to the German problem. Tito's dogged sup-
port of the pistol-whipping policy of the
Soviet Union on Germany has thrown his
own party into disarray. For the first time
in my experience Yugoslav officials are fak-
ing explicit exception to the marshal’s ac-
tions. “I have always been against the
recognition of East Germany,"” said one dur-
ing the conference. “The East German re-
gime is impossible and has catered to the
worst elements of the population for sup-
port. It is rotten to the core.”




11122

A DOUBLE STANDARD

The fallure of the conference to generate
more than token indign tion at the Soviet
announcement of the decision to resume nu-
clear testing on the eve of its opening was
a signal Soviet triumph and Western de-
feat at Belgrade. True, Lebanese and Yem-
enite delegates were “palned” at the event;
a Morocean expressed his “serlous concern.”
Nasser, Makarios, and Nkrumah were
“shocked.” The most outspoken delegate
was Nehru, who stated that the world situa-
tion had become “much more dangerous”
as a result of the Soviet action. But it was
Tito who made the most revealing statement.
He could fully understand the reasons, he
said, that had led Moscow to take the step.
What did surprise him was the announce-
ment of the Soviet decision on the eve of
the conference. (Significantly, this state-
ment was omitted from published texts of
Tito’s speech.)

“Apart from a certain element of pique,”
commented one Yugoslay official, “Tito's
statement merely expresses an objective
Marxist point of view.” This is true. The
marshal's specific reference to the Soviet an-
nouncement is complemented by a later pass-
age In which he stated, “Some [people] * * *
in the West are aware of the fact that should
the principle of peaceful and active co-
existence be adopted in international re-
lations, then—in peaceful competition with
the socialist system—the capitalist system
would not fare well.” This generally Marx-
ist and specifically Soviet tenet blurs con-
veniently with the anticolonialist conviction
expressed over and over again by various
delegates that colonial powers will defend
their interests and investments in current or
former colonies by force of arms if necessary.
The fitting of the Marxist formula onto the
natural anticolonial reaction is the greatest
service the Yugoslav regime has made to the
Communist cause. It renders the original
sins of armament and even armed inter-
vention defensive. This is why the Confer-
ence’s reaction to the Soviet decision fo re-
sume nuclear testing was so weak and why
if the United States instead of the Soviet
Union had violated the moratorium on test-
ing, the reaction would have been incom-
parably more violent. “Why, they'd have
torn down the American Embassy,” said one
observer.

Another result of the same cause was the
condemnation of the European Economic
Community as an economic arm of Western
imperialism. This was specifically stated by
delegates from Sudan and Guinea and hinted
at by Tito, although the marshal included
the Organization for Economic Cooperation
and Development and the Soviet Council of
Economic Mutual Assistance in the same
bag. The final resolution on this head,
however, was watered down to a mere men-
tion of “politics of pressure in the economic
sphere, as well as harmful results which may
be created by economic blocs of industrial
countries.”

A BLOC THAT'S NOT A BLOC

In trying to form a bloc inherently not a
bloc—a grouping of neutralist, nonalined,
anticolonial, and underdeveloped nations—
Yugoslavia was obliged to deal with a welter
of particularist tendencies and interests.
This became evident in the Involved strug-
gle over the choice of participants in the
conference. Each area group (Arable, Af-
rican, Aslan, Latin American) objected to
most, If not all, of the candidates proposed
for attendance by others. A number of na-
tions (particularly in Latin America and
Europe) excluded themselves, not wishing to
lend substance to the tirades of Cuba’s radi-
cals by their presence. Thus, by what
amounted to a selectlon by a process of
elimination, Yugoslavia, the United Arab
Republic, and Indonesia managed to bring
together 25 natlons, all of which could sub-
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scribe with- more or less enthuslasm to cer-
tain general principles, Indeed, with the
single major exception of the German ques-
tion, the issues tabled for discussion were
cut and dried, the resolutions ultimately
drafted being largely predetermined by the
very composition of the conference. Insist-
ence on admission of Communist China to
the United Nations as sole representative of
the Chinese people, condemnation of all for-
eign bases, support of the Algerian provi-
sional government, the demand for imme-
diate termination of all colonial occupation,
and condemnation of racism were hardly
surprises.

If the convocation of the conference was
generally a trinmph of Yugoslav foreign
policy, the single and most costly defeat
came with Tito's fallure to gain nonalined
support for the Soviet position on Germany.
This was the issue that revealed the widest
discrepancy. The resolution meagerly states
that the German question is not merely a re-
gional problem but is liable to exercise deci-
sive infiuence on the course of future devel-
opments in international relations, and it
calls upon all parties concerned not td re-
sort to or threaten the use of force. In his
speech, Tito called for recognition of two
German states, and in closed sessions of the
drafting committee, Yugoslavia, in concert
with Cuba, sponsored a motion for de jure
recognition of East Germany. The motion
was defeated by an overwhelming majority
of delegates, led by Nasser and the Arab bloc
and strongly seconded by Nehru. Not even
a mention of de facto recognition of East
Germany made its way into the resolution.

Nasser’s reasons for opposing the motion
so sharply were varlous. The Unlted Arab
Republic had just received a grant in aid from
West Germany of 1 billlon marks. On the
other hand, of 23 factories constructed in
Egypt by East Germany, 17 have proved to
be of inferior quality, plagued by equip-
ment breakdowns, with little or no hope of
receiving spare parts. But it was not pri-
marily the shadow of the Hallsteln Act that
prompted Nasser to oppose East German
recognition. The Arabs’ refusal to recognize
the partition of Palestine and the State of
Israel was also an important factor. This
consideration found its expression in the
10th resolution, declaring support for full
restoration of all rights of the Arab people
in Palestine. Nasser's motion to have Israel
expressly condemned as a “bridgehead of
imperiallsm and capitallsm" was opposed by
Nehru and Tito and defeated.

Generally, opposition to the recognition of
East Germany sprang from the allegiance to
the principle of self-determination which
was one of the main themes of the confer-
ence. Its application to the German gques-
tion was studiously avoided by the Yugo-
slavs, but it was mentioned specifically by
Cyrille Adoula, the Congolese premier, in
his dramatic appearance on the last day of
the conference.

It was Adoula, too, who most effectively
stated the grounds for opposition to the
Soviet troika proposal for the United Na-
tions Secretariat. Adducing the Congolese
experience as proof, he added: “In fact, the
veto of one member of the triumvirate would
have blocked any practical decision and ren-
dered the executive of the organization
totally ineffective.”

With the exceptlon of the troika proposal,
the host of the nonalined nations meeting
in Belgrade alined himself and his govern-
ment faithfully with the foreign policy of the
Soviet Unlon. "It is time,” saild a western
observer when the conference was over, “for
western nations that support Yugoslavia eco-
nomically, and particularly the United
States, to decide whether Yugoslav foreign
policy is what Yugoslavs claim it to be or
what this disgraceful performance indicates
it to be—a useful refinement of Soviet for-
eign policy.”
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Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on
June 1 of this year Life magazine pub-
lished an editorial which reads in part
as follows:

Well, Djilas is fighting in his own way; let's
help him. We not only helped Tito but
saved him from political and personal extinc-
tion when Stalin threw him out of the Com-
munist camp in 1948. Life has supported ald
to Yugoslavia in the past on grounds that
any such ruckus was good for our side.
Sound as this rationale may have been in
1948, it is no longer valid, although ald pro-
ponents argue that. despite Tito's new cozi-
ness with Moscow, he has achieved a degree
of independence worth cultivating.

U.S. ald to Tito now has passed the $2 bil-
lion mark, including 50,000 bales of surplus
cotton agreed upon since Djllas was jailed.
All of our ald has not caused Tito to side
with the United States against Khrushchev
on any recent foreign policy question; it did
not make him denounce Sovlet nuclear test-
ing; it has been used by Tito to aggrandize
his personal prestige as “king of the neu-
trals”; and in the past year $80 million of it
has been audiaclously earmarked in credits
to other countries.

Despite Washington’s past reluctance to
use foreign ald as a political weapon, 1t
should be so used—especially in cases like
Tito's. Under the circumstances, the United
States should stop alding and abetting the
Tito regime. This would clarify our position
as the protagonist of political freedom
throughout the world. It would also help
the people of Yugoslavia to clarify their
minds on fundamental issues.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full Life editorial entitled
“It Is High Time To Blow the Whistle
on Tito" be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

IT Is HigH TiME To BLow THE WHISTLE ON
TrTO

The gquestion of what the United States
should do about ald to Yugoslavia, which
rolls along at $100 million a year, comes up
again this week with the visit of Foreign
Secretary Popovic to Washington. It should
be reviewed in the light of what Tito has just
done to Milovan Djlilas, once a chief ald and
now a volce too honest for Tito’s nerves to
stand. What Tito does to Djilas is usually a
barometer of which way Tito is looking, and
since he is clearly looking eastward right
now, Djilas has gone back to jall for the
crime of having written another frank book.

Let's take a look at the chronology of
Djilas’ ups and downs. He fought with Tito
agalnst the Nazis. He turned in hils Commu-
nist card in 1954. He was jalled by Tito for
denouncing the Soviet outrage in Hungary
in 1956. In prison he finished his famous
“The New Class,” a devastating indictment
of communism'’s self-perpetuating oligarchy,
and his sentence was increased from 3 to 9
years.

His release on parole In January 1961 fol-
lowed an extension of $300 million in United
States aid and coincided with the experimen-
tal liberalization of Yugoslavia toward a
westernized market economy. The experi-
ment flopped because of inept management,
overspending, and a bad drought. On April 7
of this year it was announced that the ex-
periment was over and economic controls by
old-style apparatchiks were back in fashion.

That same day Djilas was rearrested. He
had used his brief freedom to write a slight
but remarkable memoir, “Conversations With
Stalin,” published last week in the United
States. When the Belgrade authorities
learned of the book they charged him with
betraying state secrets and give him another
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8 years and 9 months. The charge was ab-
surd, since much of the book's substance
appears in Tito’s own memoirs. There is no
state secret in Dijilas’ characterization of
Stalin as a man who joined “the criminal
senselessness of a Caligula with the refine-
ment of a Borgia and the brutality of a
Czar Ivan the Terrible.” (Tito and Khru-
shchey have both sald as much.) Djllas
does exhume, in gossipy but vivid language,
the grotesque atmosphere of Stalin's court,
a neoczarist spectacle of fawning servitors,
consclenceless cruelty and pure baccha-
nalla—no state secret here either.

Tito is now anxious to be friendly with
Moscow. Ehrushchev sent Gromyko to
Yugoslavia and then he and Gromyko both
visited Bulgaria, where Ehrushchev went out
of his way to Yugoslavia as one of
the Communist “democratic countries.”

The explanation for Tito's atrocious treat-
ment of Djilas, and Ehrushchev's apparent
satisfactlon about it, lies in Djllas’ argument
that Stalin’s death didn’t change anything.
He says the essence of communism's prob-
lem is not whether one group of leaders is
better than another but “whether, at least
as a beginning, the ideological and political
monopoly of a single group in the USS.R.
shall be ended.” Should it be ended in
Yugoslavia too? Djllas’ implied answer is
clearly yes, since he concludes, in a memor-
able sentence: “Those who wish to live and
survive in a world different from the one
Stalin created, and which In essence and in
full force still exists, must fight.”

Well, Djilas 1s fighting in his own way;
let’s help him. We not only helped Tito but
saved him from political and personal ex-
tinction when Stalin threw him out of the
Communist camp in 1948. Life has sup-
ported ald to Yugoslavia In the past on
grounds that any such ruckus was good for
our side. Sound as this rationale may have
been in 1948, it is no longer valid, although
ald proponents argue that, despite Tito’s new
coziness with Moscow, he has achieved a
degree of independence worth cultivating.

U.S. ald to Tito now has passed the $2
blllion mark, including 50,000 bales of sur-
plus cotton agreed upon since Djllas was
jalled. All of our aid has not caused Tito to
slde with the United States against Ehru-
shchev on any recent forelgn policy ques-
tion; it did not make him denounce Soviet
nuclear testing; it has been used by Tito to
aggrandize his personal prestige as “king of
the neutrals”; and in the past year $80 mil-
lion of it has been audaclously earmarked
in credits to other countries.

Despite Washington'’s past reluctance to
use foreign aid as a political weapon, it
should be so used—especially in cases like
Tito's., Under the clrcumstances, the United
States should stop alding and abetting the
Tito regime. This would clarify our posi-
tion as the protagonist of political freedom
throughout the world. It would also help
the people of Yugoslavia to clarify their
minds on Tundamental issues.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President,
many persons have interpreted this fight
as perhaps one between liberalism and
conservatism. I would welcome a fight
on the ground of liberalism, because I
think the liberal position is always in
favor of extending freedom in the world.
But I think all of us recognize Tito as
one who has ruthlessly suppressed free-
dom in Yugoslavia; and just as it was a
serious mistake for the United States to
give aid to Batista, it is an equally great
mistake for the United States to give aid
to Tito. After all, our aid to Batista was
one of the main reasons behind the bitter
feelings of the Cuban people toward the

United States and the success of Castro.

Anyone who has read the fervent pleas
CVIII—700
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by outstanding Cuban statesmen against
our giving aid to the Government of Cuba
at that time will recognize that that is so.
However, today the same plea is made
in favor of aid from the United States
to Tito. But such aid does not really
help the people of Yugoslavia. Instead,
it hurts them. Yugoslavia has common
boundaries with Italy, Greece, and Aus-
tria, which are free countries. There is
no reason why Yugoslavia should not be
free, except that Tito is a Communist,
and insists on keeping Yugoslavia Com-
munist and alining it over and over and
over again with communism.

Under the circumstances, it seems
softheaded for us to continue to give aid
to Tito—whether it be aid under Public
Law 480, which we are still giving, or
aid, which we have suspended. Under
the circumstances, I believe we should
consider favorably the proposal to ter-
minate our most-favored-nation posi-
tion toward Yugoslavia, because our ac-
tion in terminating aid is the only kind
of muscle which will persuade Tito,
realist that he is, to give us assistance,
instead of making trouble in the world.

Finally, Mr. President, I point out that
an article published in Newsweek maga-
zine refers to the jailing by Tito of Mi-
lovan Djilas, and the article quotes from
the concluding part of Djilas’ book, as
follows:

“From the point of vilew of humanity and
freedom,” Djilas concludes, “history knows
no more total, more brutal, more cynical des-

* ¢ = [But] in the history of commu-
nism, Stalin, together with Lenin, is its most
grandiose figure.” And such critics as Ni-
kita 8. EKhrushchev, Djllas indicates in a
judgment that may have caused his arrest,
cannot condemn Stalinism without con-
demning communism. *“In many ways they
are continuing his work and carry the same
qualities within themselves."”

Mr. President, it is difficult for me to
express my position, because I have re-
spect and admiration for the State De-
partment, which has a very difficult job,
and also is a constant target for brick-
bats. Everyone in the country regards
himself as an expert on foreign policy,
and thinks he can find reasons for dis-
agreeing with our Secretary of State.
He carries a very heavy burden; and I
wish to make clear that in no way
should anything I have said be construed
as a reflection on his integrity or his
ability, or as a reflection on the splendid
job he has been deing in many areas
of the world. But I have a very deep
and very profound and very emphatic
difference in regard to this particular
policy; and this statement by me consti-
tutes a plea to the State Department
that in considering the whole policy of
aid to Communist countries, it does its
best to forget the past, and not feel that
it has a vested interest in the past and
that it must defend what has been done
in the past, but instead, that it look at
this situation de novo, and recognize
that Tito has changed, and that the
best way for us to support freedom in the
world, including freedom for ali those
behind the Iron Curtain who want our
help, is to be tough minded and hard-
headed and realistic and be willing to
bargain effectively.
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Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PELL in the chair). The clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr, HUMPHREY. Mr. President, be-
fore my good friend, the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. Proxmire], leaves the
Chamber, I shall mention one or two
things.

There is no particular argument about
the nature of the Yugoslayv and Polish
regimes to which we are, our country,
giving aid, because I believe it fair to
say that all of us recognize that those
countries are Communist countries. My
point is that Poland, although she has
a Communist government and is within
the Warsaw Pact, and therefore is even
more strictly under the control of the
Kremlin than Yugoslavia is, and al-
though Yugoslavia, which has a Com-
munist government, is out of the War-
saw Pact, yet, despite those differences,
both of them are Communist countries.

The Senator from Wisconsin said that
I pointed out that whatever Tito may
be, he is a nationalist. Buf if the Sena-
tor will examine my statement carefully,
I believe he will find that prior to saying
that, I said Tito is a Communist, and
is head of the Yugoslav Communist
League, and keeps Yugoslavia there, and
has control of Yugoslavia; and then I
said that whatever else Tito may be, he
is a nationalist. And that is true. After
all, Tito has some notions of his own,
and the Serbs, Croatians, Slovenes, and
Montenegrine—all peoples inhabiting
Yugoslavia—are some of the most
fiercely nationalistic elements in the
flercely nationalistic Balkans.

Tito would like to have a sort of in-
ternational Communist force of which
he would be the leader. That is one of
the differences between Mr. Tito and Mr.
Khrushchev. I believe it is fair to say
that Mr. Ehrushchev has been wooing
Mr. Tito primarily because Tito has
shown an independence due to his abil-
ity to rely upon the West for trade and
aid.

The Senator from Minnesota had one
point to make; namely, that he thought
this President, and this administration,
dealing with the very difficult and com-
plex problems of our relations with other
countries, even with our NATO allies, as
well as countries behind the Iron Cur-
tain, should have at least as much dis-
cretion as was permitted his predeces-
sors.

Our relations with Yugoslavia and Po-
land are not much different than they
were 2 or 3 years ago. When I examine
the record of the few past years, as the
Senator has pointed out, I find that over
$2 billion worth of aid was given to Yu-
goslavia. About $690 million was for
military aid, which ceased in 1957. A
large block of the aid was for food. I
think there was at least $500 or $600
million in economic aid. All of the $2
billion was under previous authority and
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was supported by the Senator from Wis-
consin, as it was by the Senator from
Minnesota.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield on that point?

Mr. HUMPHREY. 1 yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. In the first place,
the first full year I was in the Senate,
1958, I offered an amendment to elimi-
nate aid to Yugoslavia. It is true that I
supported the foreign aid bill, and that
included legislation that enabled the
President by technical construction of
language to give aid to Yugoslavia. But
at every opportunity I have moved to
eliminate aid to Yugoslavia—and I have
had two such opportunities in the past.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. ‘Let me complete
this thought. This time I also supported
the Lausche amendment because my
views had changed with regard to aid
to Communist countries. They have
changed sharply. They have changed
particularly in view of the very drastic
developments in the world of the past
few months, particularly with the great
Communist food shortage. We must
recognize that fact. That is the reason
why I felt we should give no aid to
Yugoslavia, including aid under Public
Law 480, even if the President wished to
do so.

Mr. HUMPHREY. On June 6, 1958,
the late Senator from New Hampshire,
Mr. Bridges, offered an amendment spe-
cifically to bar aid to Yugoslavia and
Poland, to be effective 60 days after the
enactment of the measure.

That amendment was defeated by a
vote of 54 to 22. Among the 54 Sena-
tors voting to defeat the amendment,
which would have specifically barred aid
to Poland and Yugoslavia, was Senator
HumpuareEY. I look down the line and I
see the name of Senator PROXMIRE.
This was a clear-cut vote——

Mr. PROXMIRE. That amendment
included Poland as well as Yugoslavia.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I offered an
amendment on Yugoslavia.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Ithought the Sen-
ator was interested in barring aid to
Communist countries.

Mr. PROXMIRE. No; the position of
the Senator from Wisconsin is that we
should condition aid to Tito on his not
opposing us and on his supporting us
once in a while, and that we should tie
such considerations to aid.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Why not as to
Gomulka?

Mr. PROXMIRE. In the particular
circumstances I was convinced, having
been to Poland in 1957, the year before,
that aid under Public Law 480, or food
aid, which we were giving at that time,
was getting into the hands of the Polish
people; that the Polish people had been
assisted by it, and that it was necessary
and desirable.

However, I have changed my mind
with respect to the particular situation
in Poland, because I am now convinced,
on the basis of everything I have seen,
that Poland is exporting food to the
Soviet Union, to a very considerable ex-
tent, that the food shortages in Russia
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are worse than they were before, and
that the buildup of Soviet armaments re-
quired the drastic food price increase
put into effect a few weeks ago. Our
food export to Poland now will relieve
this Soviet problem.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I respect the right
of anyone to change his mind. I have
done it. There may be circumstances
whieh cause one to change his mind. I
merely point out that in 1958 there was
an amendment to bar aid to those two
countries, one of them, namely, Poland,
being in the Warsaw pact, and the other,
namely, Yugoslavia, being outside the
Warsaw pact. In 1958 this amendment
was giving Mr. Khrushchev cold sweats.
I do not think there was any doubt
about if.

We talk about $2 billion worth of aid
to Yugoslavia. That aid has not been
in the year 1962. It was spread over
many previous years, and only minimal
aid is scheduled for Yugoslavia in the
coming year,

I see present in the Chamber now the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, who
pointed out to the Senate, in a telling
and devastating argument, the degree of
independence which the Yugoslav rep-
resentatives have on occasion displayed
in the United Nations and elsewhere.

Mr. GORE. On important occasions.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; on important
occasions.

I do not want to make it appear that
Yugoslavia is our ally. She is not. Yu-
goslavia is Communist. She is not an
ally of the West. She has developed her
own brand of national communism. Mr.
Tito has caused us all kinds of trouble.

Our purpose in aiding Yugoslavia in
the past, if there was any justifica-
tion for it—and President Eisen-
hower thought there was; John Foster
Dulles thought there was; President
Truman thought there was; Dean
Acheson thought there was; Christian
Herter thought there was a reason to aid
these countries in the past—was on the
basis that the monolithic structure of the
Communist system had been fractured;
that Yugoslavia, at least, had been
broken off, and that it was in our na-
tional interest to keep her out of the
Soviet bloc.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Irepeat that there
were no ands, ifs, or buts about the vote
on June 6, 1958. That was a clear-cut
vote on an amendment in which Senator
Bridges said there would be no more aid
to Yugoslavia and/or Poland 60 days
after the enactment of the measure.
That amendment was defeated. The
Senator from Minnesota voted against
it. The now Vice President, at that time
majority leader, LyNpoN JoHNsSON, voted
against the amendment. The Senator
from Wisconsin showed his good judg-
ment and voted against the amendment.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The fact is that
the Lausche amendment carried over-
whelmingly, with a small minority vot-
ing against it. So the Senator from Wis-
consin is not alone. I am sure the

June 20

Senator from Minnesota will find that
many Senators have changed their
min

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not deny that
they changed their minds.

Mr. PROXMIRE., This is one of the
great weaknesses the Congress has
shown in the past. The whole thrust
of my argument is that people should
be willing to change their minds when
the facts change, and they have changed.
They have changed drastically with re-
gard to Poland as well as Yugoslavia.
The Senafor from Wisconsin has made
that clear. The Senator from Wiscon-
sin voted against the amendment served
years ago when it was coupled with
Poland. Now the situation is changed,
so I have changed my mind. I wish the
Senator from Minnesota would change
his mind. I think we must recognize
that any aid we give to Poland goes to
Russia now at a time when this kind of
aid is needed in Russia.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator must
have changed his mind within 12 hours,
because it was only 12 hours between
the time of the vote on the Lausche
amendment and the time the Senate
reversed its position.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I say to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota that I did not
change my mind in that regard within
12 hours or 12 days. The Senator is
completely wrong on that point. I voted
consistently with the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. LavscHE]l. I did not change my
position on that. Other Senators did,
but I did not.

Incidentally Life magazine announced
on June 1 that it was changing its mind
on aid to Tito. That change took place
June 1, 1962, this year.

I have changed my position partie-
ularly since the Belgrade conference last
September, not with regard to aid to
Yugoslavia. I always opposed that, but
with regard to Presidential diseretion, I
previously thought he should have it.
This year in light of developments, I do
not. I did not change my mind, however,
with respect to the Lausche amendment
. all from one day to the next, though I
recognize a great many Senators did.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, Tito is a Com-
munist. He has not been as closely
alined with the Soviet Union in the past
12 or 14 years as some of the other Iron
Curtain countries have been,

Mr. Gomulka is a Communist.
a friend of Mr. Ehrushchev,

What interested me was that the Sen-
ate would bar any kind of aid to Yugo-
slavia, yet, in some way or other, it would
not find Mr. Gomulka to be a Communist
to whom aid should be barred. I submit,
if we are to draw this line we should
draw it for all of them. We have re-
jected that proposition time after time.
In this respect, at least, the Senate has
been consistent.

I should like to make some remarks
concerning the Bush amendment of 1961.
That was agreed to in 1961, on August
17. That was not long ago. At that
time Mr. Khrushchev was saying about
the same things he is now saying. So
was Mr. Tito. So was Mr. Gomulka.

The distinguished Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. Dopp] offered an amend-

He is
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ment which would have barred aid to
members of the Sino-Soviet bloc, and
listed the countries by name: Albania,
Bulgaria, Communist China, Cuba,
Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Hungary,
North KEorea, North Vietnam, Outer
Mongolia, Poland, Rumania, and the Un-
ion of Soviet Socialist Republics.

That was the Dodd amendment. The
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BusHa]
modified that amendment with a sub-
stitute to bar aid to the government of
any country under the terms of the act
unless the President determined that the
country was not dominated or controlled
by the international Communist move-
ment. That has been the traditional
amendment used in the Mutual Security
Acts since 1952, or perhaps even before
then.

On that kind of proposal, the Presi-
dent is given some leeway. The Presi-
dent is given some flexibility.

The vote for the Bush amendment
was 61 in favor and 34 against. The
Bush amendment struck out the specific
reference to the countries and gave to the
President the leeway which some of us
thought he ought to have.

On that vote I am happy to say that
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HoM-~
PHREY] and the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. Proxmire] both supported the Bush
amendment. That was August 17, 1961.

That, I add, was at the very same time
Mr. Tito and others were “kicking up
their heels,” as they do regularly, about

the U.S. policy.
Mr. PROXMIRE. What was the date,
again?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Augusi 17, 1961.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That was 2 weeks
before the Belgrade conference.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. Tito did not
change at the Belgrade conference. He
is pretty mueh the same Mr, Tito. He
never kidded anybody about the fact
that he was a Socialist, a Marxist, a
Communist, and that the Communist
League is in charge of Yugoslavia.

We do not ald Mr. Tito because we like
socialism, Marxism, or communism. We
have provided aid for Mr. Tito because
we have felt that if we could help free
Yugoslavia from the complete domina-
tion of the Soviet Union it would be in
our national interest, in the interest of
the NATO alliance.

The NATO countries believe that. The
Supreme Command of NATO believes
that. Our Greek allies believe that.
Our Turkish allies believe that.

Three Presidents have believed that.
I happen to feel that they have had
perhaps as much good judgment as I
have had. I have deferred to their judg-
ment.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. The Senator has not
called the roll of the dictatorships to
which the United States has given aid.
I have expressed my reluctance in regard
to aid dictators several times; never-
theless, I have supported the program to
give aid to Formosa. I know of no
more repressive regime than the Chiang
Kai-shek regime.
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What could we say about Syngman
Rhee? What could we say about Pres-
ident Diem in South Vietnam? I could
name others. Indeed, some of the aid
which is going to Latin American coun-
tries is not going to what I would ecall
truly democratic regimes. The United
States cannot be too discriminating in
respect to extending aid. We extend aid
for the purpose of fostering the security
of the United States and the freedom of
the world, and we must choose as best we
can. Our choices are not always the
most pleasant to make.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is
quite correet. I read in the morning
press an item which stated that the
President had suspended the “buy Amer-
ican” provisions of our mutual aid act in
the interest of Vietnam merely because
the Government of Vietnam said, “The
amount of money we are getting limits
the amount of actual goods, materials,
and equipment we can purchase.” So,
on the basis of what apparently is a need
for the defense of that country, for get-
ting the most out of the dollars, the full
impact of the “buy American” provision
has been suspended.

I am sorry about that, but I have de-
termined that in many critical areas
facts are not simply black and white.
There are shades of gray, so to speak, as
to what we should or should not do.
Decisions may have to be reversed. Peo-
ple may be right or may be wrong, but
something must be done. Inthose areas
we must rely in large measure upon the
collective judgment of the men who serve
in key positions; in the Central Intel-
ligence Agency, in the State Depart-
ment, in the Defense Department, in the
Executive Office, in the National Secu-
rity Council, and in the Foreign Service.
All of those are headed up by the Presi-
dent. They are integral elements of the
executive branch.

I think it is fair to say that many of us
at times disagree with actions taken by
the President. I remember that the
Senate rallied to support President
Eisenhower during the Middle East crisis,
in 1956 and 1957. The President asked
Congress for $300 million in funds, and
though many of us had doubts about it
we said, we will reconcile those doubts
in favor of the Executive. Thus was
born the so-called Eisenhower doctrine,

Let me say, in respect to the amend-
ment which I have mentioned, the Bush
amendment, that the discussion is shown
in the Recorp. Remarks were made by
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Bush], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FuLericHT], the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. Amxen], the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr, Kerrl, and the Senator from
Colorado [Mr. CarroLrL]l. Remarks are
listed on the analysis of that vote.

For example, the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. CarroLL] said that the Bush
amendment “provides for adequate Pres-
idential leeway in order to acheive what
all of us want done.”

None of us wants aid extended to
Communist countries. We do not want
to provide aid to Communist countries.
We wish to have a policy, if aid is ex-
tended, that it will be in our national
interest. That is why we have given aid
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in many parts of the world when, as we
look at the individual countries, it is very
difficult to understand the aid. It is
often very difficult to understand it.

Many people think we have extended
aid to countries which did not deserve
it. I heard people ask, after World War
II, “What do you mean by rebuilding
Japan?”

We extended large amounts of aid to
Japan. By the way, yesterday it took
2,000 police to keep 1,000 students from
damaging our Embassy in Japan. One
thousand students were marching on the
Embassy. I do not think this incident
means that we ought to disassociate
ourselves from present-day Japan. I be-
lieve that Japan is friendly to the United
States. I think the aid we have given
has been well placed. We need Japan,
and Japan—despite the snake-dancing—
knows that she needs us.

International diplomacy is not a mat-
ter of lovemaking or of mutual affec-
tion. It is a matter of mutual security.
It is on that basis that I believe the
President was correct in asking and in
urging that his hands not be tied, any
more than the hands of his predecessors
were tied.

Mr. GORE and Mr. PROXMIRE ad-
dressed the Chair.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? The Senator has at-
tacked the voting record of the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have yielded to
the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. The aid to be given to
Latin American countries under the Al-
liance for Progress program has as a
condition not that the governments to
which aid is extended be democratic,
economically and politically, but rather
that those governments make sincere
beginnings toward those goals.

The danger which America faces in
the cold war is not from a repressive
regime in some country in Latin America.
The danger stems from the monolithic
character of international communism;
one-third of the world dictated to by one
Communist master from the Eremlin.

The purpose of our aid throughout the
years, as I understand it, under three
successive administrations, has been to
bring about a fracturing, a schism, a
revision in this monolithic character of
communism,

I hope that we succeed. I think we
have succeeded modestly in the case of
both Yugoslavia and Poland. May the
success grow, not only there but in other
places.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Now I yield to the
Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from
Minnesota has attacked the voting rec-
ord of the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I did not attack it;
I cited it.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator said
that it was inconsistent. I do not know
why he mentioned it unless he intended
to attack it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I did not attack
the record.
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Mr. PROXMIRE. It is obvious why
the Senator from Minnesota has at-
tacked my voting record. The Senator
apparently brought up the record of the
Senator from Wisconsin fo attack it by
saying it has been inconsistent. It is
legitimate to do so. I am not complain-
ing. In this sense every time anyone
ever changes his mind he is inconsistent.
The Senator is advocating iron change-
less rigidity. I wish to answer the state-
ment of the Senator. I want to show
why the position of the Senator from
Wisconsin makes sense,

In the first place, the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Wisconsin
was an entirely different kind of amend-
ment than any to which the Senator
from Minnesota has referred, as the
Senator from Minnesota will concede, I
am sure. The amendments to which the
Senator from Minnesota refers would
provide for Presidential discretion with
reference to certain specifically desig-
nated countries, including Yugoslavia.
The amendment of the Senator from
Wisconsin, which I have been defending
today, was an amendment which would
prohibit aid specifically to Yugoslavia,
period.

Furthermore my amendment would
prohibit economic development aid
specifically to Yugoslavia. Furthermore,
the Bush amendment, which the Senator
has quoted, was voted upon on August
17, almost 2 weeks before the Belgrade
conference.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

Mr, PROXMIRE. At that Belgrade
conference Tito’s position with regard to
the West became demonstrably a great
deal worse on issue after issue. That
was 2 days after the Soviet Union re-
sumed nuclear testing, and Tito sup-
ported the Soviet Union on that point.
He denounced the disarmament proposal
of the United States as being a fetish of
concern with inspection and control.
Tito also took a very emphatic and
strong position against West Germany.
He denounced West Germany as a
Fascistic regime and as a regime that
was typical of corrupt -capitalistic
states.

Mr, HUMPHREY. If the Senator is
going to talk about Yugoslavia and Tito,
he knows that Tito has mouthed that
propaganda about West Germany ever
since the end of the war.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That may be, but
what was new was that Tito was trying
hard to line up the neutralist states
against the United States of America and
the free world for the Soviet Union on
the German question. He was trying
hard to do so. He tried to get a resolu-
tion passed, and he was overwhelmingly
defeated by the other neutralists. Tito
took a position at the conference which
was emphatically in favor of Castro and
against us, and that was relatively new.
Of course, the Castro developments were

moving very fast in the direction of
communism at that time.

On this exact point—that we should
halt our aid to Tito in the light of what
happened at the Belgrade conference—
my position is fully supported by the
editorial in Life magazine that I referred
to. Life had previously endorsed aid to
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Tito. On June 1, 1962, Life magazine
changed its position on this eruecial issue.
Mr. HUMPHREY. With all due re-
spect to the Senator from Wisconsin—
and to the influential editors of Life—
I may say that Tito has always supported
Castro. He supported Castro when the
Senator voted for aid to Tito. He has
not changed. He was anti-Adenauer.
Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator could

not be more wrong.

Mr. HUMPHREY., The Senator is
right.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is

wrong when the Senator says that the
Senator from Wisconsin voted for aid to
Tito at a time when Tito was supporting
Castro.

The first amendment referred to by the
Senator from Minnesota was considered
in 1958, I believe, when Castro was
obviously not in power. Batista was in
power. The Senator from Wisconsin at
that time was against aid to Batista for
the same kind of reason that he is against
aid to this other dictator.

So far as the position of the Senator
from Wisconsin on the second issue, in
August 1961, I point out that the Bush
amendment affected not only aid to
Yugoslavia but also aid to Poland and
to a number of other countries. It was
not merely one country that was in-
volved. And as Life magazine pointed
out, the situation has change drastically
in the past year.

I should like to answer the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Gogrel, if the Sena-
tor from Minnesota will permit me to
do so.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I will in just a
moment.

Mr. President, I do not believe that the
question was whether or not we would
give the President authority to aid Tito.
The whole question revolved around
Communist-controlled and Communist-
dominated states, whether the man’s
name was Tito or Schmaltz. So what?
The important question is, What is the
nature of the government?

I say that the issue, and the only is-
sue, is whether or not we should specifi-
cally forbid the President of the United
States, under the authority of the law,
to extend aid to a given country if he
deems it in our national interest to do
s0. That is the issue. We had granted
that power to the previous administra-
tion. We may have been wrong, but I
point out that we granted the power.

I do not deny the right of any Senator
to change his mind. But I also say that
the abuses, if there were any abuses, of
the program to give aid to Mr. Tito, to
Mr. Gomulka or anyone else did not take
place in 1961 or in 1962 any more than
they took place in 1956, 1957, 1958,
1959, and 1960.

After all, the large bulk of aid to Mr.
Tito was not given in the past year. He
got very little in the past year, and he
was going to get much less next year, if
any. The bulk of the aid was given in
previous years. Military aid, which was
severely criticized in this body, was not
renewed after 1957. It was in those
years that the two Senators who are
arguing here foday, the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. ProxmIre] and the Sen-
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ator from Minnesota, both voted against
an amendment that would have re-
stricted the President’s authority. Both
Senators voted to give the President
authority to bypass or to set aside provi-
sions of the Battle Act and other provi-
sions of the law, which would, if fully
applied, have denied aid to those Com-
munist-dominated countries if to do so
the President deemed it in the national
interest. That is the issue. It is not
a question of how much aid. It is a
question of what kind. The question is
whether or not we will circumseribe the
Presidential authority now more than
we did before.

We have taken such action in the
Senate. We are sort of warming up old
biscuits. But I wish to make quite clear
that those of us who opposed the ex-
treme—and I think it is fair to term
them extreme—amendments that were
offered, did not oppose them because we
believed in aid to communism. We op-
posed them because we believed that the
best way to permit a field general to
operate is to let him use every means at
his command to win the battle. One of
the ways that has been deemed desirable,
or at least useful, has been to give the
President wide latitude and authority.
I have said from the past voting record
of my colleagues we have repeatedly
turned down efforts made on the floor
of the Senate by other Senators year in
and year out to deny the President that
flexibility.

I have mentioned the Bridges amend-
ment, which we rejected. In 1958 that
amendment was designed specifically to
prevent economic aid in any form to
Yugoslavia and Poland.

I mentioned the Dodd amendment,
which was rejected by the substitute
known as the Bush amendment. The
Dodd amendment spelled out the coun-
tries that were supposed to be denied
aid under the Mutual Security Act. The
Senator from Wisconsin and the Sen-
ator from Minnesota voted amiably to-
gether in favor of the Bush amendment,
which passed. I can state other amend-
ments. For example, in 1961 an amend-
ment was proposed to modify the Battle
Act. The modification provided that
where the President determines that
economic or finanecial aid is important
to U.8. security, the other provisions of
the act will not bar assistance to any na-
tion, except the Soviet Union and Com-
munist-held areas in the Far East.

On that particular item I should add
that the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
BuTtLEr] made it quite clear what the
issue was about. He said that if the
pending bill is passed—referring to the
proposed modification of the Battle
Act—the President would be able to in-
crease American aid to Poland which
in turn would be able to pass along more
assistance to Castro, who would in turn
be able to tighten his grip on a once-free
Caribbean island.

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FurLsricHT] took a different point of
view and supported the modification, as
did the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Gorgl.

I recall the visit of the former Vice
President of the United States to Po-
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land. On that occasion, without official
notice, but only by word of mouth that
an American Vice President was visit-
ing Poland, there was an enormous out-
pouring of people which showed there
was some hope for the Polish people.
The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Gorgl
said:

For that reason in the past I have voted
for such bills. For that reason I expect
to vote for this bill.

Then the chairman of the Committee
on Foreign Relations, the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. FuLerIGHT], made a very
strong statement in support of the modi-
fication, which would provide the Presi-
dent authority to extend economic and
financial aid, if it is important to U.S.
security, regardless of the provisions of
the Battle Act or any other act.

How did the vote come on that issue?
I am happy to say that the two Senators
here today who are engaged in the de-
bate, the Senator from Wisconsin and
the Senator from Minnesota, both voted
for that Presidential authority and that
Presidential flexibility. I point to the
vote dated May 11, 1961. I submit that
was a wise decision that we made. I do
not believe that President Kennedy and
Vice President Johnson, both of whom
are on the National Security Council
with Secretary of Defense McNamara,
Secretary of State Rusk, and Central
Intelligence Agency Director McCone,
would ask for aid to be extended to a
country merely because the country may
be in difficulty and the country is Com-
munist.

They are going to ask that the aid
be extended, if at all, because it serves
our national purpose, our national secu-
rity interest. I do not deny the right of
the Senate or of Congress to put limita-
tions on that aid. The argument is
whether the limitations are wise. We
put limitations in many laws. We have
a limitation in the aid bill, to the effect
that the President can give aid only if
he finds it to be in the national interest
to do so0.

The point is not whether Mr. Tito is
deserving of condemnation—there is no
question of that—because Mr. Tito is not
doing what he has done because of any
love for the United States; rather, he
has done what he has done in the past
because of his bitter argument with Mr.
Stalin, the former dictator of the Soviet
Union, and because of his argument with
Khrushchev, which is a continuing argu-
ment, and as a result of which he has
been trying to play off one force against
the other. There is no doubt about it.

We have felt in the past, and we still
feel, that the policy we have pursued is
best for peace and for the security of
mankind and for our national security.
That has been the feeling of our Gov-
ernment and of our State Department.
Until I am presented with evidence to
the contrary, I will maintain that posi-
tion, because I think it is right.

Many of us have been deeply con-
cerned of late with the possibility of
India, for example, purchasing Soviet
Mig's. The Senator from Wisconsin is
correct: Soviet Mig's mean Soviet
training. Soviet Mig's mean Soviet
control over the Indian military estab-
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lishment, from the standpoint of parts
and replacements, and services from
ground crews, if India has highly devel-
oped aircraft. I have expressed my deep
concern about this matter to our Gov-
ernment and to the Ambassador from
India. I feel it would be a great mistake
on the part of India to go through with
this deal. I would look upon it with
considerable concern, and, indeed, I
would strongly oppose it.

‘We have provided the military equip-
ment for Mr. Tito. Mr. Tito cannot get
spare parts from Mr. Khrushchev, be-
cause General Motors is in the United
States, not in Russia. Because of this
military equipment in the Yugoslav
Army, there is placed upon the United
States reliances for replacements and re-
pairs. I mustsay that one of the benefi-
cial byproducts of our military assist-
ance program has been the ties which
automatically follow for repair and
renovation and spare parts and technical
services and also the reliance that it
places upon the receiving country to go
to the furnishing country for equipment,
services, and replacement.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. GRUENING. Can the Senator
give us any reason why we should have
given any arms to Tito in the first place?

Mr., HUMPHREY. I believe that at
the time we gave them, there was a fear
that the Soviet Union would move mili-
tarily against Yugoslavia.

Mr. GRUENING. But that fear no
longer exists. Why must we give Yugo-
slavia spare parts?

Mr. HUMPHREY. We do not give
them equipment. We do provide spare
parts, but those spare parts are pur-
chased from us. It is to our advantage
to do so. Since the equipment was origi-
nally purchased from the United States,
our giving them spare parts prevents
their falling into the economic pattern
of the Soviet Union. g

I am concerned about the possibilities
of this happening in India. I want to
make it clear that I feel this would be an
unfriendly act, after our generous aid
to India. I will speak even more strongly
and say that Indian behavior in this mat-
ter resembles a form of international
blackmail. I do not like it, nor should
our Government tolerate it.

Mr. PROXMIRE, In 1958 the Senator
from Wisconsin supported Eisenhower
discretion with regard to administering
foreign aid in such a way that it could be
made available to Communist countries.
In 1961 on two occasions the Senator
from Wisconsin supported Kennedy dis-
cretion. Obviously this is not a matter
of favoring one President as opposed to
another. The Senator from Wisconsin
did the same thing, most recently, on
August 17, 1961. On the other hand, the
Senator from Minnesota seems to feel
that, since the Senator from Wisconsin
supported Presidential discretion 9
months ago, and now wants to modify
his position—and I deny it is anything
like the same proposition—that the posi-
tion of the Senator from Wisconsin is in-
consistent, immoral, improper, or some-
thing entirely wrong.
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Just inconsistent,
not immoral. Just inconsistent.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Very well. Incon-
sistent.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not want to
take the Senator down the path of his
mistakes any farther than he has gone
already.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Far from this being
a mistaken course of action, the fact is
that the most dramatic and the most
conspicuous and the most obvious
changes have taken place in Yugoslavian
policies since that time. They are
changes which I believe justify the pol-
icy shift contained in my amendment.
The same changes caused Life magazine
to shift its position on aid to Tito. What
changes are they?

First of all, there is the Belgrade
speech, which certainly startled scholars
all over the world. Secondly, there is the
jailing of Djilas. That was significant.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That was the sec-
ond time he was jailed.

Mr. PROXMIRE. But what is most
significant is that this time Djilas was
jailed because he criticized Khrushchev.
That is why he was put in jail. Djilas is
the former comrade in arms of Tito.
He was former Vice President of Yugo-
slavia. Now he has been jailed a second
time. That appalled many people.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I was appalled the
first time.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I wasappalled both
times.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I was appalled the
second time also.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is fine.
glad the Senator was.

The position of the Senator from Wis-
consin is that the greatest mistake Sen-
ators can make is to feel that if they
are going to change their mind on the
basis of what is happening in the world,
the assistant majority leader or the
majority leader or the minority leader
will say, “Wait a minute. You voted for
it in the past. You are inconsistent.
You had better be careful.” That is a
serious mistake to make, Mr. President.

I believe that Senators should read the
record and change their minds when-
ever they think the facts have changed
sufficiently to warrant their changing
their minds.

I have always been opposed to aid to
Tito. I have voted at times to give the
President discretion in that regard. I
have voted to give that discretion to
President Eisenhower and to President
Kennedy. Now I feel that the President
should no longer be given that discretion.

Mr. HUMPHREY. How about Go-
mulka?

Mr. PROXMIRE. In the case of Po-
land the only matter involved is the
shipment of American surplus food to
Poland. I did not oppose it before. I
do now because of the present Soviet
food crisis.

Now I should like to reply to the Sen-
ator from Tennessee [Mr. GoORE].
There is a world of difference between
giving aid to a Communist dictator and
giving aid to a Fascist dictator, such as
Franco, who is on our side. I feel the
same way about giving aid to Turkey.
Turkey is not democratic, as we view
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democracy. The same is true with
Pakistan and South Eorea. As a mat-
ter of fact, in these cases we are giving
aid to countries that are on the front
lines of the battlefield against com-
munism. By giving this aid we are
saving American lives and American
treasure. We are encouraging them to
oppose communism. We are doing it,
for example, in Turkey, because we can
recruit Turkish soldiers at about 10 per-
cent of the cost in the United States.
That makes sense.

On the other hand, to give aid to Tito,
when he said he will fight shoulder to
shoulder against us with EKhrushchev,
when in his most recent pronounce-
ment he has said that he is against us
all the way, does not make any kind of
sense at all. There is certainly a clear
and distinet and obvious difference un-
der those circumstances.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, we
will certainly have a very difficult job
in the Senate legislating on the basis
of the ideological gyrations and devia-
tions of Mr. Tito, if we are going to leg-
islate one day on the basis that Tito is
a good fellow, and therefore let us be
kind to him; then the next day, when
we find out that he denounces us, as he
will most likely do, we say that we must
close the door on him. As a result,
nothing will be done by Congress except
to wait to see what his most recent ac-
tion will be.

That is why I said we will lay down
the criterion that we do not want to aid
Communist countries. That is where
we start, in the first place. That applies
not only to Yugoslavia or to Poland, but
to all of them. We do not want to give
aid to these countries. Then we write
down the second premise, that if the
President, as was set forth in the sev-
eral amendments that we had before us,
thinks it would be in our national se-
curity interest to give aid, we should give
financial and other aid to such coun-
tries. Then he may extend financial aid
and other aid to such countries. That
is because it is deemed to be for our se-
curity, and not for the security of others.

Therefore, we leave a loophole, a
flexiblity, in the law for the Chief of
Staff, for the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, for the Secretary of
State, for the Secretary of Defense, for
the President of the United States, for
the National Security Council—who, by
the way, have a little more information
than we have. They may sometimes have
even more information than does Life
magazine. In fact, one feels handcuffed
as he debates this subject. If the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin would like to exer-
cise his prerogative as a United States
Senator, he has available to him for
examination intelligence papers which
show beyond a shadow of a doubt the
fallacy of the action which the Senate
took. That is why the Ambassador
made the statement he did.

We are not permitted to come into the
Chamber and read such documents in
public. The public galleries are filled
with our fellow citizens. The press
gallery does not exclude representatives
from unfriendly countries, Therefore,
we are under a sort of proseription, so to
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speak, with respect to the kind of in-
formation we can divulge. I appeal to
the Senator from Wisconsin to ask for
those papers. As a U.S. Senator, he has
a right to them. He has all the clear-
ance anybody needs or could ever hope to
have. He is as loyal a man as ever lived
in this country. He is entitled to
examine important secret documents.

The Senator from Minnesota could
not agree more with the Senator from
Wisconsin about the basic undesirability
of strengthening Communist countries
by means of economic aid. However, I
say that if the President finds that cer-
tain situations developed, then, indeed,
it might be to our advantage to do some-
thing about it. For example, I stated in
the Senate the other day that India is
today using Soviet helicopters with crews
trained by Soviet technicians. India is
using Soviet equipment to transport light
and heavy arillery, including mortars,
up to the Communist China border, to
inaccessible areas. So far as India is
concerned, that is normal transport.
Should we denounce our aid program to
India at this time and say to her, “You
have received aid from Russia. You are
obviously friendly to the Soviet Union™?

Those helicopters are doing a good job
against a country that is the most ag-
gressive country on the face of the earth
today—Communist China. Further-
more, those helicopters are hardly con-
tributing to the solidarity of the Com-
munist bloc. If there were any way in
which to strengthen other countries bor-
dering on Communist China, so that they
could more adequately resist the aggres-
sive pattern of China, it would be to
their advantage and to the advantage of
the peace of the world, and I think it
would ultimately be to our advantage,
because if the Communist Chinese sys-
tem engulfs all of Asia, at least in the
lifetime of our children, our Nation will
be imperiled, because that mass of pop-
ulation and resources pitted against us
would be a very serious threat.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, once
again, I underline the fact that the op-
position by the Senator from Wisconsin,
like that of the Senator from Minne-
sota, has always been against aid to Com-
munist countries. I have changed my
mind only within the last year or so
concerning the granting to the President
of any discretion with respect to any aid
to Yugoslavia. I am vehemently against
such aid. I have been against it all
along. Now I am against any freedom
of discretion in that respect, because I
am opposed to that kind of discretion.

So far as the threat from China is con-
cerned, of course China is a threat.
Communist China is the most militant
country in the world; but it is a weak
country. It is beginning to lose strength
and beginning to lose support. The Gov-
ernment of Communist China is in trou-
ble. It was reported only the other day
that Communist China is really con-
cerned about an invasion from Formosa,
she is that weak.

Under those circumstances, it seems
to me that we should recognize that the
real power in the Communist world to-
day is the Soviet Union. I cannot get
any more comfort from the Soviet Union
providing helicopters for India than I
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can from the Soviet Union providing
Mig's for India.

Mr. HUMPHREY. There is a differ-
ence.

Mr. PROXMIRE. There is a very im-
portant technical difference. At the
same time, it is a matter of the Soviet
Union assisting India in a military way
and in making India dependent on the
Soviet Union. I think the action in both
cases is wrong.

Mr, HUMPHREY. One of the points
raised is that there has been a change in
the attitude of Tito, and that that has
necessitated a change in policy. I think
that is a debatable question. My point
is that Tito is about as changeable as
the weather has been in the Midwest of
'itf,,;_m‘ cold, dry, wet, windy, flat, and
c .

However, I noticed that in the debate
on June 5, the Senator from Wisconsin
said:

In 1956, Tito claimed that despite all that
had passed vis-a-vis Stalin, he, Tito, had
never betrayed the Communist cause. In
fact, Tito has always plectured himself as a
Communist, and as a frue Communist,

In 19856, Tito triumphantly toured the
Soviet Union,

On June 11, 1956 at Stalingrad, Tito sald:
“Yugoslavia, In time of war as well as in
time of peace, marches shoulder to shoulder
with the Soviet people toward the same
goal—victory of soclalism.”

Tito's speech on November 11, 1956, op-
posed Soviet interference so long as a Com-
munist regime was master of the local sit-
uation. He opposed interference under those
circumstances, but he favored Soviet military
involvement when the local party's power
was threatened.

This 18 not a man with whom we should
do business, let alone a man to whom we
should give assistance and ald.

The Senator from Wisconsin quoted
the Tito of 1956 and 1957. Yet in 1958,
1959, and 1961 the Senator from Wis-
consin voted exactly as the Senator from
Minnesota did. In fact, in 1958, on the
specific Bridges amendment, which
would have outlawed any more aid of
any kind to Yugoslavia—would have
made absolutely mandatory no more aid
to Yugoslavia or Poland—after the
speech by Tito in 1956, after his
triumphant tour of the Soviet Union, and
after Tito had said he would side with
the Soviet Union in war or peace, the
Senator from Wisconsin voted against
the Bridges amendment.

Mr. PROXMIRE. To the same bill,
the Senator from Wisconsin offered an
amendment—and I beleive it received 30
votes or so—to knock out aid to Yugo-
slavia. But when it came to the gues-
tion of eliminating aid across the board,
under those circumstances, without any
discretion across the board, the Senator
from Wisconsin exercised discrimination.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is what I
have asked the Senator from Wisconsin
to do now. If the Senator would only do
that now, we would have no argument
at all.

Mr. PROXMIRE. But now the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is convinced that
for 1 year there should be a suspension
of aid to Tito, without discretion, fol-
lowing which we should take another
look at the situation. Why is that in-
eonsistent?
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Mr. HUMPHREY. A man could not
make any more anti-American statement
than Tito made in 1956, when he said:

Yugoslavia, in time of war as well as in
time of peace, marches shoulder to shoulder
with the Soviet people toward the same
goal—victory of soclalism.

Yet in 1958 and 1959, when the roll
was called and the Senator from Wis-
consin voted, an overwhelming majority
of the Senate agreed with the Senator
from Wisconsin. We voted not to ex-
clude all aid to Yugoslavia, not to ex-
clude all aid, as would have been required
under the Dodd amendment, from coun-
try to country behind the Iron Curtain;
but we voted to give the President the
authority, if he found it to be in the na-
tional interest, despite the provisions of
other law prohibiting aid, to supply such
aid. That was what the Senator from
Wisconsin believed to be the best policy.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I have taken the
position that Congress should use dis-
cretion in graniing aid to Yugoslavia, for
the reason that I favored some Presi-
dential discretion. But I did everything
I could, at the first opportunity I had on
the very first foreign aid authorization
bill that came before this body after I
was elected to the Senate, to knock out
aid to Yugoslavia.

This time, the Senator from Wiscon-
sin believes, on the basis of experience,
that if one does not believe in aid to
Yugoslavia, he should not only vote
against it, but vote against Presidential
discretion to provide it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator may
have done all that; but if he had been
looking for any changes of votes, he
should have insisted on a stronger
amendment in 1961 and in 1962 than in
1959 and 1960 because Tito has not been
any worse in 1962 than he was in 1956,
1957, 1958, 1959, and 1960. He has al-
ways been a rather difficult individual.
He has never kidded anybody about
communism. What he said was that he
did not believe Khrushchev ought to
run it all, but that Tito would like to
take a hunk off for himself.

We have said, in effect, “As soon as
you are willing to break off a certain
amount of business with Russia, we will
be willing to give you some degree of
assistance.” That was not an act of
charity toward Tito; it was an act of
national charity to ourselves,

Mr. GRUENING. Has not the Sen-
ator from Minnesota finally reached the
conclusion that we have been mistaken
all along in providing aid to Tito both
under the preceding administration and
now under the present administration?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Not at all. I do
not, because I think that if we had not
given aid to Tito, following his break
with the Soviet Union, today Yugoslavia
would be fully in the hands of the Soviet
Union, and our ally, Greece, would be in
a continuous civil war if she existed at
all. I have talked with the military
and the political leaders of Greece, and
they say categorically that if there had
not been that break by Tito with the
Soviet Union, and if the Yugoslav Gov-
ernment had not signed its treaty with
Greece, Greece never would have been
able to survive, despite the aid given her
by the United States. Although we gave
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a great deal of aid to Greece, our gen-
erals who were there were among the
first to admit that the closing of the
border between Yugoslavia and Greece
to further military shipments from the
Soviet Union was the beginning of the
end of the civil war in Greece.

So it is that today our allies, Greece
and Turkey, would be imperiled if we
were not able to keep some degree of
independence in the parts of Europe in
which Yugoslavia and Albania lie. In
fact, the fact that today Albania is anti-
Soviet is an asset for our NATO alliance;
and these developments should be en-
couraged. So certainly we should not
take any action which would solidify
Soviet control over these people.

Mr. President, I yield the floor,

COLLEGE STUDENTS WORKING IN
THE GOVERNMENT THIS SUMMER

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, to-
day marked the beginning of the New
Frontier in training and education for
the future leaders of this country. This
morning at Constitution Hall the Presi-
dent of the United States welcomed col-
lege students who are working in Gov-
ernment positions in Washington this
summer.

My two research interns, Miss Judith
Arnold, of Wellesley College, and Mr.
Ira Plotkin, of Rochester University, re-
turned from their session with the Presi-
dent thrilled and encouraged to continue
the work they have begun in the legis-
lative department of my office, realizing
all the more the importance this summer
can have for their future lives.

Constitution Hall was filled to the last
seat, due to the efficiency and planning
of Mike Manatos and others of the
President’s staff. Yesterday, upon my
request, Mike immediately provided me
with tickets for my two interns.

I am informed that when the Presi-
dent walked in at 10 a.m., the entire
group rose and applauded thunderously.
The purpose of the President’s speech
was to introduce the new series of sem-
inars to be held this summer to instruect
the interns on all aspects of govern-
mental policy and problems. President
Kennedy stated that each student prob-
ably gets to know well only the branch
of the Government in which he is work-
ing; but, through these seminars, the
students will have the opportunity to
hear experts from each field of Govern-
ment. Mr. Bell, from the Bureau of the
Budget, will speak on the executive
branch; Chief Justice Warren will speak
on the judiciary branch, and so forth.

The President assured these young
people that they would find a career with
their Government certainly the most ex-
citing, the most stimulating, and the
least compensating financiallly of any
career they might choose. He quoted a
statement made by Germany’s great
Chancellor, Von Bismarck, that one-
third of the students in German uni-
versities collapsed from overwork, one-
third collapsed from dissipation, and the
other third were in the Government serv-
ice. The President felt certain that the
students in Washington this summer are
among the last third. And due fo a pro-
gram such as this, the students of today
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are learning best how they may serve
their country tomorrow.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

[No. 85 Leg.]

Alken Goldwater Morton
Allott Gore Moss
Anderson Gruening Mundt
Bartlett Hart Murphy
Beall Hayden Muskie
Bennett Hickenlooper Neuberger
Bible Hickey Pell
Burdick Hill Prouty

ush Holland Proxmire
Byrd, Va. Hruska Robertson
Byrd, W.Va Humphrey Russell
Cannon Jackson Saltonstall
Carlson Johnston Scott
Carroll Jordan Smathers
Case, N.J Eeating Bmith, Mass.
Case, 8. Dak Eefauver Smith, Maine
Ch Kerr Sparkman
Clark Kuchel Stennis
Cooper Lausche Symington
Curtis Long, La. Talmadge
Dirksen Magnuson Thurmond
Dodd Mansfield Tower
Douglas McCarthy Wiley
Dworshak McClellan Williams, N.J.
Ellender Metealf Williams, Del.
Engle Miller Yarborough
Ervin Monroney Young, Ohio
Fulbright Morse

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Scnator from Mississippi [Mr. EasT-
1AND], the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
HarTEE], the Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
Long], the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
McGee], the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. McNamaral, the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PasTorel, and the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Ran-
poLPH] are absent on official business.

I further announce that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] and the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Lonc] are
necessarily absent.

Mr. EUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Delaware [Mr. Bocesl,
the Senator from Maryland [Mr., Bur-
LER], the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CapEHART], the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. Corron]l, the Senator from
New York [Mr. JaviTs], the Senator from
Kansas [Mr. Pearson], and the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. Youwcl are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. Fonc]
is absent on official business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Burpick in the chair). A quorum is
present.

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS
SATELLITE SYSTEM

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 11040) to provide for
the establishment, ownership, operation,
and regulation of a commercial com-
munications satellite system, and for
other purposes.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
what is the pending question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments offered by the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. Lonc] to the commercial
communications satellite system bill.

Mr. HUMPHREY., Mr. President, I
vield to the Senator from South Carolina
LMr. JoHNSTON].
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TRIBUTE TO H. W. (BILL) BRAWLEY

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President,
H. W. (Bill) Brawley is known to many
of us for his many years of outstand-
ing work on the Senate Post Office and
Civil Service Committee.
~ Having just this week left the de-
manding post of Deputy Postmaster
General to accept a challenging role in
the critical election campaign of this
summer and fall, Bill Brawley will have
a major role in organizing, directing and
coordinating this effort which will see
an incumbent administration for the
first time in almost 30 years increase
its congressional majority in an off-year
election.

To devote his full efforts to this task,
Mr. Brawley has resigned the post of
Deputy Postmaster General. These
were the words of Postmaster General
J. Edward Day:

Mr. Brawley's accomplishments in the re-
organization of the Department's manage-
ment, the preparation of rate legislation and
the development of the Department’s per-
sonnel program cannot be overemphasized.

In resigning to aceept a special assign-
ment with the Democratic National
Committee, Mr. Brawley wrote the Presi-
dent:

I feel that my experience during the past
several years can be a valuable asset to the
important task of increasing the Democratic
majorities In both Houses of Congress. The
dedication and loyalty I feel for you and
your tremendous program dictates that I
should offer my services in this important
area at this time.

Mr. Brawley’s experience will indeed
be invaluable to all Democratic candi-
dates this fall. He served the Senate
for 13 years on my committee staff, con-
tributed his considerable talents in or-
ganization to three national presidential
campaigns, and has for 114 years directed
the reorganization and modernization of
our largest civilian agency.

In announcing Mr. Brawley's appoint-
ment to the national committee staff,
Democratic National Chairman John
Bailey said:

Mr, Brawley’s unique background in the
legislative branch, as a member of the Ken-
nedy administration and as a nationally
respected campalgn organizer, will be an in-
valuable asset to Democratic candidates
throughout the country during this erucial
election year.

Mr. Bailey's sentimenis and confi-
dence in Mr. Brawley are reflected in his
statement that—

The increase in the Democratic majorities
in both Houses of Congress will require able
and dedicated people to tell the Impressive
story of the Eennedy administration and to
bring home to the public the accomplish-
ments which lie ahead under the EKennedy
program pending before Congress. Mr, Braw-
ley is unusually well qualified to coordinate
these efforts.

Mr. President, I have here two press
releases—one from the Post Office De-
partment and one from the Democratic
National Committee—concerning the
resignation of Mr, Brawley which I would
like to read at this time.

The Post Office press release of June
18 states:

Deputy Postmaster General H. W. Brawley
has resigned from the Post Office Depart-
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ment to take a post with the Democratic
National Committee, Postmaster General J.
Edward Day announced today.

Mr. Brawley's accomplishments in the re-
organization of the Department’s manage-
ment, the preparation of rate legislation we
are confident will soon be enacted by the
Congress, and in the development of the
Department's personnel program cannot be
overemphasized.

We regret losing the valuable services of
Mr. Brawley at this time while recognizing
that many of the major tasks set for the
Deputy Postmaster General’s staff when we
initially took office have been achieved.

I am confident Mr. Brawley will perform &
major service to the Eennedy administration
in his new post.

Frederick C. Belen, Assistant Postmaster
General, Bureau of Operations, and Michael
Monroney, Executive Assistant to the Post-
master General, will share the duties of the
Deputy Postmaster General.

Mr, EEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSTON. I yield.

Mr. EEFAUVER. I join my distin-
guished colleague from South Carolina
in paying high tribute to the work of
Bill Brawley, whom I have known well
during many years. He has been head
of the staff of the committee of which
the Senator is chairman. In that ca-
pacity he was one of the finest public
servants in the Congress. He has made
a great contribution to the postal serv-
ice since he has been Deputy Postmaster
General.

Mr. Brawley is able and always help-
ful. I am sure that in his new position
with the Democratic National Commit-
tee he will be of great assistance to the
party and to the Nation.

In that connection, Mr. Brawley has
had a very good futor. If any evidence
is needed as to the expertness of his tu-
tor, I point to the record of the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. JorNsTON],
who has just come from a great victory
in the primary in the Senator’s State,
for which I congratulate him.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate those remarks of the senior
Senator from Tennessee. I know that
they come from his heart.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSTON. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Texas.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I commend the
distinguished Senator from South Caro-
lina for his remarks about Mr. Brawley.

When I came to the Senate 5 years
ago this spring, I was assigned to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice, of which the distinguished Senator
from South Carolina is chairman. Mr.
Brawley was chief counsel for the com-
mittee. I served with him there until
he left the committee in the first part of
1961 to become Deputy Postmaster Gen-
eral. I found Mr. Brawley to be a most
helpful and efficient staff member. We
miss him greatly in the committee. I
know that he will be missed in the office
of Deputy Postmaster General.

Mr. Brawley will go to a broad field of
service. He has been most efficient when
he has served the committee; he has
been most efficient when he served in the
executive department of the Govern-
ment. He has shown great capabilify in
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his service in the executive branch, in
the legislative branch, and in a political
organization.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from South Carolina for yielding to me.
I understand that the Senator brought
Mr. Brawley to Washington, and was
his mentor. The quality of training giv-
en is shown by the thoroughness with
which the Senafor was renominated for
another 6-year term in the Senate. I
congratulate the distinguished Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I
thank the senior Senator from Texas for
his remarks. The Senator has rendered
very attentive service as a member of the
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSTON. I yield to the Sen-
ator from California.

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, I join in
the tributes being paid by my distin-
guished friends and colleagues to Mr.
Brawley. I have had occasion to work
with Mr. Brawley in his position in the
Post Office Department. Everything he
has done has been excellent. He has
been an outstanding public servant in
that Department, as he was prior there-
to in the Senate Committee on Post Of-
fice and Civil Service. I join my eol-
leagues in wishing him great sueccess in
his new position.

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank the Sena-
tor from California for his remarks.

The June 18 news release from the
Democratic National Committee ~eads as
follows:

Demoeratic National Chalrman John M.
Balley announced today that Deputy Poet-
master General H. W. (Bill) Brawley has
resigned his post to take a temporary as-
signment as executive assistant to the chair-
man of the Democratic Natlonal Committee.

Mr. Brawley, working directly under the
chairman, will coordinate election year ac-
tivities of the mnational committee in the
congressional, senatorial, and State cam-
palgns.

He brings to his new assignment wvast
experience gained in the 1952, 1956 and
1960 presidential campalgns. Prior to his
appointment to the No. 2 position
in the Post Office Department by President
Kennedy, he was stafl director for 13 years
of the Senate Post Office and Civil Service
Committee.

Mr. Brawley's unique background in the
legislative branch, as a member of the Ken-
nedy administration, and as a nationally
respected campaigner in three presidential
campaigns will be a valuable asset to the
chairman of the national committee and to
Democratic candidates throughout the
country in this erucial election year,

The increase in the Democratic majorities
in both Houses of Congress this year and
the election of Democratic Governors and
State administrators is of the highest im-
portance to the future progress of our people
and the Nation, and I feel Mr. Brawley is
unusually well qualified to coordinate efforts
toward this end.

It iz a well known fact that only once in
this century has the political party in power
in the White House increased its majority in
the Congress. This year, with the tremen-
dous popularity of President Kennedy and
his programs across the country, and the
hard work all down the line, we want to
break that barrier again.
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COMMENCEMENT ADDRESS BY SEN-
ATOR EEATING AT IONA COL-
LEGE

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I have
just finished reading a very able and
excellent commencement address deliv-
ered by the distinguished Senator from
New York [Mr. Keatine] at Iona College.
The subject of the address, which he
delivered to the graduating class of that
fine educational institution, is “The
Role of the Individual in a Free So-
ciety.” It presents a timely challenge
to young Americans, indeed, to all of us.
I commend a reading of the address to
my colleagues in the Senate, and I there-
fore ask unanimous consent that it may
be printed in full in the body of the
Recorp at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

THE ROLE OF THE INDIVIDUAL IN A FREE
SocierYy

Cardinal Spellman, Brother Power, mem-
bers of the graduating class, distingulshed
members of the faculty, honored guests,
ladies and gentlemen, one may well say that
the days of our life are like coins—coins of
differing value—some golden, priceless, un-
forgettable—some dull, soon-spent, and buy-
ing little, Today will remain, I know, for
each of you who leave Iona, as the coin of
time you cherish above others, because it is
minted of the gold of many memories—
memorles of friendships, of loyaltles, of the
deep attachments and affections that are the
heart’s adventure—and which the heart can-
not forget.

You leave Iona today, but it is only a
token departure, for this splendid and re-
vered alma mater will walk with you every
step of your journey through life because
you are a part of it, because it is a part of

you.

Now I appreciate that the world renowned
Christian Brothers of Ireland did not make
life easy for you these past 4 years, and that
is precisely why they are through-
out the world of learning. Each of you, I
am sure, still bears the scars of your final
examinations. But let me assure you, as
one who has had many academic wound
stripes, that these marks—which many of
you must have accepted as penitential—
are amagingly quick-healing.

I think that there is operative what I
might call a law of diminishing pain, and
you will find, as I did, that as the years go
by, those courses that seemed the most soul-
searing when you passed through their fire
gradually simmer down to the soft and
pleasant glow of an experience which, In
misty retrospect, seems wholly bearable, and
even gives you the satisfaction of the war-
rior who has stormed an unassailable castle
and lived to tell about it.

But today, fresh from the academic wars,
you stand on the broader fleld of honor that
is life. It is of your involvement In that
larger struggle—wherein the campus be-
comes the cosmos—where the examinations
are not written but lived—that I would speak
to you today.

Like Balboa first gazing upon the vast
Pacific, you stand at a point in time which
opens new, tremendous and inspiring vistas.
The world into which you were born has
disappeared. History—sometimes a dawdler
but now a sprinter—is today rushing to-
ward the future at a speed unparalleled
in all the centuries.

Shakespears has told us that all the
world's a stage.

Your cue has come and now you walk
upon that stage, a stage where the play is
truly eple, representing as it does a con-
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flict between two massive opposing forces—
on the one hand a force representing the

that man is a creature of God; on
the other, a force that proclaims man to be
a vassal of the state, a soulless being whose
only fulfillment is in terms of productivity,
whose only god is materialism.

In the face of this confrontation of two
power masses, the dimension of man as a
prime mover, historically as a shaper of
events, tends to become diminished in man's
own eyes. He feels he has been pushed from
the wheel that guides his destiny, that he
has become a puppet In a cosmic contest
of puppetry, a creature of response rather
than a creature of action.

This sense of himself as a mere unit of
power rather than power itself is accentu-
ated when man contemplated his own Frank-
enstein: sclence. For the thing he has con-
ceived has learned the trick of destroying its
conceiver. The ultimate ingenuity has pro-
duced the ultimate weapon. The Franken-
stein, to be sure, is only as malevolent as
man's heart is malevolent, but this does not
shorten the shadow that terror casts across
the world.

And when man is not frightened by his
own magic, he is likely to be mesmerized
by it, to be induced to believe that his im-
portance grows increasingly less, his voice
less heard, less heeded. For he sees himself
edged away from his job by a machine whose
productlvity makes him appear a sluggard, he
sees his brain skills replaced by those modern
delphic oracles, the computers, he sees auto-
mation making a mockery of his speed, his
strength, his expectations, his endurance.

But this attitude is invalid, untenable, be-
cause it forgets who man is and whence he
came,

It forgets what history has ever taught—
that individual man in a free society holds
in his spirit, in his heart, in his head the
greatest forces ever released on earth, for
the simple eternal reason that those forces
came from God; that challenge is not their
death but their opportunity; that a tyrant
may chaln them, but not master them;
that they bear the sublime and sacred birth-
mark of their Maker.

When Scott Carpenter made his recent
orbital flight, sclence gave him almost every-
thing that went with him in his capsule to
assure his success, his safe return—almost
everything. It did not give him the things
he alone could bring—courage, faith, resolve,
dedication—{for these come out of no labo-
ratory. They are the God-given attributes
of the individual man; they are his insula-
tion against fear; his incalculable power; the
arms and the armor in the battle each man
must fight by himself whether in the im-
mensity of space, in the challenge of a crisis,
or in the silence of his own consclence,

Too often, In this age of slogans and
catchwords, we think of freedom as a word
rather than as & meaning. Like a coin in
constant circulation, its image is rubbed off
beyond recognition. Freedom, let us remem-
ber, did not begin with victorious armies.
That was the consummation, not the origin.
Freedom began in the hearts of individual
men, who found it where God had put it,
as a yearning to assert the dignity that
stirred within them, the sense that they
were born to be free, the resolve that this
birthright would not be denied them.

Thus, the freeman in a free soclety is
the core and heart of that soclety. Only
when he doubts his power is that power
diminished. Only when he consents to be
shaped by events will he cease to be the
shaper of events. Only when he forgets that
he i1s a creature of God can he become a
toy of destiny, unable or unwilling to play
the high and sublime role written for him
when he entered this world.

And so, none of you can remain unin-
volved in the tremendous task that con-
fronts every freeman, the task of asserting
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the primacy of the man over the mass, of
making human dignity a living not a dying
thing, of accepting freedom not as a for-
tultous legacy but as a sacred trust.

Man must live what he believes, else his
beliefs have no life. He must translate the
concept of brotherhood into the act of
brotherhood. There is only one way to fight
godlessness, and that is with godliness in
its true, its deepest, its fullest meaning. It
is one of the supreme ironies of history that
communism owes lts power to the success
it has achieved—not in fighting Christianity
but in counterfeiting it.

The Communists have taken the Chris-
tian concept of love of neighbor and made
it a brotherhood in slavery rather than a
brotherhood in freedom. They have minted
the currency of tyranny and circulated it
throughout the world as the currency of
love.

In its true essence, therefore, communism
stands before us as a spiritual challenge.
Only secondarily is it a military challenge.
The way to meet it, to vanquish it, was re-
vealed to us 2,000 years ago. It is not a
passive way, unless men make it passive and
s0 foreswear it. It 1s a militant way, with
a marshaling of the soul's strength, the
heart's resolve, the body’'s energy.

And man is no more distant from the
battlefield than the nearest affront to hu-
man dignity, the nearest defiance of human
rights, the nearest contention that the hu-
man soul has a sliding scale of values, de-
pending on color, race, creed, or social status.
For communism finds its allles unwitting,
perhaps but no less damaging, In whatever
hearts and minds belittle the right of any
man to clalm the dignity God gave him to
claim respect for that dignity.

Communism builds its walls, its curtains
of iron, to seal out freedom and to make its
vast prison escape proof. Let us not plously
condemn such walls, so long as walls re-
main In freedom’s house, so0 long as any
man is sealed off from his God-given rights,
his law-given rights, because his skin, his
accent, his bellefs, are judged to entitle him
only to a percentage of equality, not to the
full measure reserved to the elect.

Wherever the freedom of the indlvidual
dies in this world, whether in a foreign land
or in our own, let us not ask for whom the
bell tolls,

It tolls for each of us. The killer may be
communism, it may be bigotry, or intolerance
or discrimination, but it has bereaved us
because freedom s a brotherhood or it is
nothing. Who degrades any child of God
degrades the children of God.

This truth you must burn into your hearts.
This truth must light your way, this truth
is the wisdom of the soul; and who ignores
it turns his back upon both God and man.

You enter today upon a world of chal-
lenge, of opportunity. It is an imperfect
world, but each of you has it in your power
to make it more perfect. It is a big world,
but you will not be submerged In its mass
unless you consent to your own drowning.

Treasure then above all that rarest of op-
portunities that awalts you, the opportunity
to make your community, your nation, your
world a richer, finer dwelling place for the
spirit of man, a dwelllng place as free from
walls as the hand of God, as full of love and
compassion as the heart of God. Only in
this way will life be a stirring adventure of
the soul instead of a long, dull journey of
the body. Only in this way will you be true
to yourself, to those you love, to those who
love you.

DELAY IN ENACTING LEGISLATION

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, while the
filibuster continues, what is the state of
the Union? The great engine of Govern-
ment has enormous power when it is
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connected to the transmission of the
legislative branch of the Government.
1f, however, the wheels are not on the
ground, the vehicle does not move; and
if the engine, however great and however
accompanied by impressive sound, does
not operate the transmission, and if the
wheels remain off the ground, forward
progress is, to say the least, somewhat
limited.

We who live in the trailer—and I refer
to the minority party in the legislature—
are not able to speed legislative proc-
esses, nor have we contributed to the
present inability of the Senate of the
United States to get America moving. At
this stage, it seems to me that what we
have is a lot of show and no go.

What concerns me is that no appro-
priation bills, a few days before the end
of the fiseal year, have gone to the Presi-
dent, unless one accepts the supplemen-
tal 1962 act for the Veterans' Adminis-
tration, which is perhaps not a true
appropriation bill.

I should say that never in the history
of the Republic have so many men talked
so much, here and in other places in
Washington, and got so little accom-
plished. Not only do we stand helpless
in the matter of appropriating needed
funds with which to pay our employees
and with which to operate the Govern-
ment; we have not paid our last as-
sessment to the United Nations; and,
whether for good or ill, we are about $25
million in debt on the U.S. contribution
for the Congo operation. If the United
Nations falters for a lack of funds and
for a lack of similar support, the blame
certainly will be directed toward us as a
country, and then inevitably toward the
majority party, in most sessions of the
legislature, which to date has accom-
plished virtually nothing.

Aside from the defense bill and per-
haps the foreign aid bill, I believe the
only major bills on which action has been
taken are the worker-training bill. Some
21 major pieces of legislation for which
the President has called again and again
have not been enacted. This, again, is
hardly the fault of the one-third of Con-
gress which the minority party repre-
sents, and it is hardly the fault of those
who have no control over committee ac-
tion or the prosecution of legislation, and
therefore over the fate of the country.

Obviously, not all will agree on any
specific legislation; but I think the coun-
try would be interested in seeing Con-
gress get something done. I do not
believe this is a request which is too
onerous, in view of the fact that an
honest day’s work for an honest dollar is
expected on the part of Americans who
work for a living. I submit that the
answer is not to remain here indefi-
nitely, and thereby tell the people of
our own incapacity to legislate. We are
a leisurely body, and we all respect the
right of one another to talk ad infinitum.
The country may classify it as ad nau-
seam, but I surely would not, because I
enjoy the lengthy comments of my col-
leagues when I am unable to be present
by reason of official duty.

Nevertheless, one would like to see
some action taken for those whose wel-
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fare is at stake. One would like to see
some action taken for those who long
for some enlightenment on whether the
promises of tax reductions are for polit-
ical consumption before the November
election, or whether they have any merit
through intent to perform. One would
like to know, for example, whether the
tax reform bill is to be enacted and the
trade expansion bill is to be enacted, or
whether, perhaps, one is to be enacted
at the expense of the other.

I think one would like to know whether
there is any intention to enact appro-
priation bills in time, or whether the un-
fortunate delay which now exists is
largely geographical, or perhaps pertains
to the footage which can be measured
by linear measurement between the two
bodies.

Is it not important that the people
shall know whether there is to be passed
a tax reform bill, a tax reduction bill,
a trade bill, whether there are to he
passed, indeed, those bills for which
glowing promises were scattered upon
the four winds of political campaigns
with such earnest abandon only a short
while ago?

One hopes, indeed, when one speaks
for one's constituents, that the Senate
of the United States may find some way
to unshackle itself from the bonds of
custom and accommodation, and from
the sheer apathy with which our sessions
are presently regarded, if not by us, at
least, I suspect, by the publie.

I am one who believes that Congress
should get America moving. I should
like to see America on the go, go, go. I
should like to see some traffic lights
that show green once in a while, instead
of so many that show nothing but red.
In fact, we do not even get an amber
light, so that we may get ourselves
started on the legislative program.

All these things disturb me because
they disturb my constituents. When I
go home, they ask me: “What’s going
on?” There is not much I can tell them.
They ask me if things are going up or
down. I tell them most things are
going down. I believe the only things
going up are subscriptions to the New
York Herald Tribune.

I think perhaps we should move from
a fleld in which we seem to be sliding
helplessly into a continued period of in-
action, and should substitute for it what
the majority leader has recommended—
and I fully concur in his recommenda-
tion—namely, that Congress get down to
work, get the wheels of the vehicle on
the ground, and hook our transmission
to the engine and to the wheels; and I
suggest that we in the trailer will happily
follow along, cheering the evidence that
America is on the march.

But until that happy day comes, Mr.
President, I can only deplore and look
sadly upon the record of Congress, which,
if it went down into history today, would
be recorded as a do-little or do-nothing
or dawdle-plenty Congress.

However, I am sure that all things
work together for good, as the Serip-
tures tell us; and even the National
Legislature may some day find itself in
accord with the Holy Book. But until
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that happens, I think at least I should
state that I am ready to have America
get moving, and I am ready to have Con-
gress—two-thirds of which is controlled
by the other party—do something.

I hope the sunrise of accomplishment
will suceceed the darkness of our present
dawdling, and that perhaps something
will happen to adumbrate the present
darkened situation, so that we shall hap-
pily march together down the road of
American progress in the American
interest, led by an American President
and an American Congress devoted to
getting something done for the coun-
try.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. MILLER. Mr, President, I com-
mend the distinguished Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorr] for his state-
ment. He has brought to the attention
of the Senate a very important problem.

I think I should add that it appears to
a number of us that there is perhaps a
calculated effort to build up a head of
steam in the Congress, and, along about
the middle of August, when all Members
of Congress wish to go out on the cam-
paign trail, to try to stampede some of
the proposed legislation through Con-
gress. I point out that that is an old
legislative trick.

I sincerely trust that my colleagues in
the Senate and our brethren in the other
body at the other end of the Capitol,
will not be fooled by that tactic, but will
be patient and deliberative, and not be
stampeded into reckless action.

Mr. President, the Senator from
Pennsylvania pointed out that we should
get going. I subscribe to that view; but
I also wish to caution that, based upon
visits I have had with the people of my
State, I detect that a great many of the
American people would perhaps be a
little happier if Congress would adjourn
and go home, because they have a fear
that the longer Congress remains in ses-
sion the greater will be the damage which
will be done, and that it will be almost ir-
revocable damage, because of future
spending commitments.

I wish to have Congress get going; but
I wish to have Congress get going on the
right road. However, when I see legisla-
tive proposals to withhold income taxes
on interest and dividends, to delegate to
the executive branch of the Government
the power to lower taxes, and to extend
so-called medical-care benefits to all our
people over 65 years of age, regardless of
whether they have nothing in the bank
or have $1 million in the bank; when I
see the Senate pass a bill to spend $750
million for an immediate-action publie
works program which is not even in-
cluded in the President’s budget; and
when I see in the House of Representa-
tives, ready for action by it, a farm bill
which gives the farmers a choice between
the loss of their freedom or the loss of
their farms, I must say that I can under-
stand the attitudes of some of the people
of my State in wishing that Congress
would adjourn and go home, and would
stop doing damage, until another elec-
tion is held, so that we can determine the
sentiment of the people in regard to some
of the spending proposals.
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ANOTHER PROOF THAT GOVERN-
MENTS CANNOT FARM

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, recent
dispatches from Communist China tell
of food riots in Canton, the latest episode
in a tragic story of failure of the Peiping
regime to provide food for its millions of
people.

From the time when the red rulers
took over mainland China, there have
been periodic pledges of a new era in
this pitiful nation’s agriculture. We
heard slogans such as “Battle of Crops,”
“Greap Leap Forward,” and “Green Up
China.”

But what is the truth? The truth is
that these programs have been in-
credibly bungled. Recently, I called the
attention of the Senate to an analysis
of the weaknesses of Russian agricul-
ture under the Communist system of
controls. Today, I cite a similar situa-
tion in Communist China. The author,
Valentin Chu, was born and educated in
China, and is a former Time and Life
correspondent in Hong Kong.

In his account, Mr. Chu writes that
about one-tenth of China’s total area—
that is, some 264 million acres—is
arable. To maintain a subsistence level,
four-fifths of that country’s population
must toil on this one-tenth of its land.
In Soviet Russia, half of the population
works on one-eleventh of its land to pro-
vide a meager standard of living. In
the United States, one-eighth of the
farm population farms one-fifth of the
land to create a national overweight
problem and pile up great surpluses,
writes the author.

In China, many natural causes are
working against the furnishing of ample
food. Their eroded mountains, capri-
cious rivers, and dust storms born of
serious droughts, their denuded forests,
their arid regions, and the typhoon
areas—all of these result in calamities
difficult to deal with.

Centuries of exploitation have given
rise to some of these hazards. Buf all
of these have been aggravated to an as-
tounding degree by grave errors of a
bureaucracy highly efficient in control,
but childishly lacking in commonsense,
and totally incapable of doing the job
of farming which they undertook back
in 1949,

Mr. Chu writes that what China is now
facing is no common natural disturb-
ance affecting a few provinces for a short
time, but, rather, a nationwide exhaus-
tion of land and the people, the cumula-
tive result of 12 years of abusing nature
and human nature. Since 1949, when
it took over, the Peiping Communist
search for a breakthrough in agricul-
ture has resulted in a breakdown.

There are many illustrations of the
party bureaucratic ineptness and blun-
dering.

FARM MECHANIZATION FIASCO

They attempted a titanic program of
farm mechanization. They started with
tractors, and reached the total of 33,500
tractors, which is less than 4 percent
of the number required, as estimated by
the regime. In the United States, we
have 5 million tractors. In 1957, the
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People’s Daily, Peking's official organ,
admitted:

It is too early to talk about general mech-
anization. We have no oil, too few animals.
Steel is expensive. The cost of machinery is
prohibitive.

They next undertook to turn out some
3.5 million double-wheel, double-share
plows, to be pulled by animals. They
were a flop, being too heavy for Chinese
wet paddies and terraced fields. They
were badly made, with many brandnew
plows missing parts. They were discon-
tinued.

Lately, the use of small, handmade in-
struments has been encouraged. But
the People’s Daily recently recalled wist-
fully the days of the pre-Communist
peasant, when “a hoe would last three
generations * * * the property of the
man who used it, repaired it and cared
for it.” Today, a hoe often does not
last one season, nor does the peasant own
it, repair it, or care for it. Instead, the
small implements are “lost, wasted or
destroyed—Ileft scattered in the open air
in the fields where rains and winds
ruined them.”

Communist China produces less than
3 million tons of chemical fertilizer per
year. It needs at least 10 times that
amount.

The 1959 locust disaster was an en-
lightening example of the party bu-
reaucracy’s knack for making natural
calamities even worse. In April, peas-
ants in Honan discovered young locusts,
and reported their find to the commune’s
head man, who scolded the peasants and
said:

The corn and soybean have just sprouted
and the wheat will ripen soon. We don't
even have enough people for weeding and
fertilizing. How can we divert labor for
insect pests? We must take care of urgent
business first.

The peasants then appealed to the
county party commissar. They were
again pushed aside, Mr. Chu writes.
They were told:

Little ghost and big fright. You saw an
insect and you bring us a heap of blind
words. We shall have an insect-destroying
campaign someday anyway. Why make the
fuss now?

Two months later the crops in two
counties were eaten up by locusts in one
night. During 3 days in mid-June, 1.3
million peasants were hurled into a sea
of locusts, for an epic extermination
battle. By then, however, it was too
late. Before the locust invasion was
over, a million acres in 48 counties in
Honan were stripped clean. Neighboring
provinces suffered damage to nearly 5
million aecres. Airplanes were used fo
spray insecticide. But the spraying, done
with frenzy and inexperience, killed
100,000 farm animals. By Peiping’s own
estimate, the insect pests damage 10 per-
cent of the country’s grain, 20 percent of
the cotton, and 40 percent of the fruits
every year.

WATER CONSERVATION

In the field of water conservation, Chi-
nese Communist efforts have done more
harm than good. This has been demon-
strated in many situations.

11133

Despite well-publicized official figures
as to dams built, billions of man-days
used, billions of cubic yards of earth
moved, dikes constructed, and wells dug,
the results are disappointing and, in
many instances, harmful,

The giant Sanmen Gorge Dam was an-
nounced as the key to control of the Yel-
low River system. In 1956, half of the
59 high dams constructed above it were
completed, but in the same year floods
destroyed or silted up almost all of them.

In 1958 there was another flood, but
this time 70 percent of the swollen water
came from below the Sanmen Gorge
Dam site, bringing official journal ad-
mission that even after the completion
of the entire project, major floods could
not be prevented.

In 1954, with Russian aid the Fuiseling
Reservoir, in Anhwei, was completed.
Soon after that, the Huai River flooded
the entire plain the reservoir was sup-
posed to protect. Five years later, the
reservoir was still not functioning. A
similar fate befell the Yungting Reser-
voir Tunnel, near Peiping, which was
opened with a loud blast of propaganda.
Then came the flood, ravaging 7 million
acres and washing away 2,670,000
houses.

In June 1959 the People’s Daily sum-
med up the results of many large-scale
projects as follows:

There are reservoirs without water, reser-
volrs with water but without agueducts. A
great number of flood-prevention works
which have to be renewed yearly were not
renewed, or, if they were started, were not
finished.

The Party Central Committee an-
nounced in August 1958, a stupendous
network of canals which would criss-
cross the Great China Plain. The con-
struction, revision, and reconstruction of
this system constitutes an amazing
story. It created many new problems
undreamed of in the Communist phi-
losophy, because of poor planning and
total lack of understanding of the com-
plicated science of water conservation
and use. The canals took away much
valuable farmland; they leaked badly—
in many cases 60 percent of the water
escaped. Harmful salts and alkali were
brought up from the subsoil, and formed
a crust, after evaporation, thus spoiling
much formerly dry, but good, farmland;
natural water table levels were harm-
fully interfered with.

GRAIN STORAGE DISASTERS

Even in China, and not in Texas alone,
this area of agriculture activity has been
one of many woes. Many granaries were
haphazardly built. Others were created
from decrepit temples or ancestral
shrines; many were without windows
and doors. It is reporfed, however, that
all have fences or walls to prevent theft.

In Kwangsi, of 740,000 tons of grain
inspected, 83 percent was spoiled by
worms., In a granary in Shensi, 30 per-
cent of the contents were mildewed, and
40 percent were sprouting. When the
famine became acute, late in 1960, a
People’s Daily editorial showed that the
total amount of grain stored in Commu-
nist China was unknown. Since 1961,
Peiping has imported grain. The real
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situation apparently is now known. The
peasants have nicknamed the food sup-
ply system as based on “the five don't-
knows.” They do not know how much
grain is harvested, do not know how
much is eaten, do not know how much
is in the commune kitchen, do not know
how much is stored in the granaries, and
do not know how long the store will last.

The article written by Mr. Chu is a
detailed account of many of these and
similar stupidities in planning and exe-
cution—many of the tragedies visited
upon a country which had done better
by far without the Communist bureauc-
racy and tyranny.

Experience in Communist China, as
well as in Russia, proves conclusively
that governments cannot farm. It is
hoped America will realize this before
it is too late.

By means of his article, Mr. Chu has
rendered a splendid service in connec-
tion with putting into proper focus the
picture of present-day Communist China.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp Mr.
Chu’s article, entitled “The Famine
Makers, a Report on Why China Is
Starving.” The article was published in
the June 11, 1962, issue of the New
Leader.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcCoRD,
as follows:

Tuae Famine MAKERS—A REPORT oN WHY
CHINA IS STARVING

(By Valentin Chu)

In the third century, B.C., the ruler of
a Chinese kingdom suffering from a severe
famine sought advice from the sage Mencius.
The king had been energetically shifting his
people and his resources about the country
in an all-out effort to alleviate the starvation
and to govern effectively. Yet the nation
failed to prosper. He wondered why.

Mencius told the king: “If the seasons
of cultivation are not interfered with, the

will be more than you can eat, If
close-knit nets are not cast in the pools and
ponds, the fish and turtles will be more than
you can eat. If axes enter the hills and for-
ests only at the proper time, the wood will
be more than you can use. But your dogs
and swine eat the food of men, and you curb
them not. People are starving by the way-
side, and you open not your granaries. When
people die, you say: ‘I am not responsible;
it is the year.! What difference is this from
stabbing a man to death and saying: ‘I
am not responsible; it is the weapon'?”

Twenty-two centuries later Mao Tse-tung,
the ruler of another Chinese empire suffering
from famine, is energetically moving his peo-
ple and his resources all over the country in
a similar effort to govern eflectively. He,
too, must wonder why hunger remains the
plague of his people. And it is something
to wonder about. For during the decade
1949-569 Communist China’s food increase
was seven times its population increase.
Even under the severest natural conditions,
there should have been enough reserve to
forestall a famine. The answer to this riddle
can only be understood after a long look at
both China's traditional agricultural econ-
omy and the program of the present regime
since its takeover in 1940,

The land of China, slightly larger in area
than the United States, is hardly ideal for
agriculture. China is more mountainous
than the United States, the U.S.S.R., or In-
dia. Almost 70 percent of its land is over
3,000 feet above sea level, and only 15 per-
cent is under 1,600 feet. Its climate varies
from subtropic summer to Siberian winter.
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Arable land on the mainland amounts to 264
million acres, or only one-tenth the total
area. Of this, 30 percent is good soil, 40 per-
cent medium quality, and the rest inferior.
To maintain a subsistence level four-fifths of
China's population has to toil on one-tenth
of its land. In Boviet Russia, half of the
population works on one-eleventh of the
land to provide a meager standard of living.
In the United States, one-eighth of the pop-
ulation farms one-fifth of the land to cre-
ate a national overweight problem and pile
up great surpluses.

The trouble with the Chinese is that the
fecundity of their soil can never match the
fecundity of their loins; in their land it is
easler to breed than to feed. But too little
arable land and too large a population are
not the only problems. In China a year
without natural calamities is indeed a year
for thanksgiving. The country’'s peasants
have always been at the mercy of their
eroded mountains and capricious rivers.

China’'s history records 1,397 serious
droughts since Christ was born. Floods have
also been disastrous. The Huai River, drain-
ing an area 6 times the size of the Nether-
lands but without a mouth of its own,
flooded its valley 9790 times in 2,200 years.
The mighty Yangtze River, the world's third
longest, in whose valley nearly half the
population lives, had 242 floods and droughts
in 265 years. From mpythical times there
have been attempts to tame the Yellow
River, known as "China’s Sorrow.” This
2,900-mile river, with a basin equal in area
to Italy, Switzerland, and Norway combined,
devastated its plain 1,600 times in 3,000
years, and made nine major changes of its
course, swinging its mouth in wild arcs up
to 500 miles long.

Add to all this, frequent duststorms in the
arid northwest, typhoons along the coast, in-
sect pests everywhere, rare but severe earth-
quakes, and it can be seen that the lot of
the Chinese peasant has been tied to natural
calamities. Because the peasants obtain
three-quarters of their food directly from
their own land, when famine strikes it al-
ways means hunger and often means starva-
tion. Omne million people were killed in the
1887 flood alone, Some 800,000 lost their
lives in the great earthquake of 15566, and
another 246,000 perished in a similar disaster
in 1920.

Moreover, after many centuries of exploita-
tion by a vast farming population, China has
very little natural vegetation left. Forests
make up only one-tenth of its total area
(about B0th down the list among the world's
countries on a percentage area basis). The
water-holding capacity of the soil is there-
fore extremely poor, and eXcessive runoff
is a major cause of floods. Another major
cause is the breaching of dikes. The Yellow
River, the world's siltiest, deposits enough
sediment on its delta to fill up one and a
half Empire State Buildings daily. For hun-
dreds of miles it flows between dikes on a
riverbed high above the surrounding coun-
tryside, with the silt raising the bottom con-
tinuously. A single breach can empty the
entire river onto the flat, densely populated
Yellow Plain for as far as the eye can see,
sometimes inundating the region for as long
as a year. Many other rivers in north China
have similar skyway riverbeds between pre-
carious dikes, and floods in this area are the
most destructive. When too much water
goes to one place, there is bound to be too
little elsewhere. And in China drought oc-
curs oftener than floods, is even more de-
structive and more extensive in area, and
lasts longer,

Since historically China is a land of catas-
trophies, it is tempting to conclude that the
current famine is just one of those things.
This is not so. True, Peiping has publicized
the natural causes and played down other
factors. But the present famine is due not
so much to sudden dramatic blows from
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nature as to the grave errors of a bureauc-
racy highly efficient in control but child-
ishly lacking in commonsense. A sizable
portion of the floods and droughts which
China has suffered during the past few years
have been aggravated, and at times directly
caused, by a decade of pseudoscientific
methods in farming, irrigation, and soil
treatment. Each year since the Communists
came to power in 1949, the total area of farm-
land affected by natural calamities has risen
steadily: It was only 13 milllon acres in
1850; 29 million in 1954; 38 million in 1956;
78 million in 1958; 107 million in 1959; and
148 million in 1960. It is safe to assume that
the 1961 total, although never officially an-
nounced, was probably at least as large as
1960%s.

What China is now facing is no common
natural disturbance, affecting a few prov-
inces for a short time. It is a nationwide
exhaustion of the land and the people, the
cumulative result of 12 years of abusing
nature and human nature. Peiping’s search
for a breakthrough in agriculture has re-
sulted in a breakdown.

In the beginning, the Chinese Commu-
nists attempted to implement a titantic pro-
gram of farm mechanization on the Rus-
slan or American scale. But unlike either
the Soviet Union or the United States, both
of which have vast plains that are thinly
settled, China’s huge population is extremely
dense wherever the land is arable. Most of
the farmland consists of cut up wet paddies
or terraced hillside plots where modern trac-
tors are of no use. The United States has 5
million tractors, the U.8.S.R. 1.7 million.
China has fewer than 33,600 tractors, with
some 6,700 in disrepair, but despite their
limited usefulness this is less than 4 percent
of the number required as estimated by the
regime. In October 1957 the People’s Daily,
Peiping’s official organ, finally had to admit:
"It is too early to talk about general mecha-
nization. We have no oil, too few animals.
Steel is expensive, The cost of machinery is
prohibitive.”

Attention was then turned to ‘“semi-
mechanization,” which meant improved
animal-powered farming implements. The
glamour star of “semimechanization” was
the double-wheel double-share plow, an
ordinary all-metal plow pulled by animals.
With great fanfare, Pelping turned out 3.5
million double plows in 1856 and 6 million in
1957. But they were a flop. Not only were
they too heavy for China’s wet paddies and
terraced flelds; they were also badly manu-
factured, with many brandnew plows miss-
ing parts. Soon peasants all over the country
refused to use what they called the “sleep-
ing plow.” Peiping accused the peasants of
“hostility toward innovations” and “back-
ward conservatism.” But 6 months later the
production of a new, lighter model was an-
nounced.

Lately, the regime has been encouraging
the use of small, handmade instruments.
The quality of the newly made small imple-
ments, however, leaves much to be desired.
A recent People’'s Daily editorial recalled wist-
fully the days of the pre-Communist peasant,
when “a hoe would last three generations,
the property of the man who used it, re-
palred it, and cared for it."” Today a hoe
often does not last one season, especlally
when it is made of the “steel” from the back-
yard furnaces. Nor does the peasant own it,
repair it, or care for it. Instead, the small
implements are “lost, wasted, or destroyed
* * * left scattered in the open air in the
fields where rains and winds ruin them."”

Mechanization having failed as a panacea,
Peiping has been trying its luck with fertiliz-
er. Each winter since 1957 tens of millions of
peasants and city residents have been taking
part in fertilizer marches. With gongs clang-
ing, drums beating, and red pennants flutter-
ing In the scented breezes, these brigades,
singing and moving in military formation,
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transport their precious commodity to the
fields. In wooden buckets, hamboo bhaskets,
tin cans, and earthern pots slung from
bamboo poles, or in makeshift carts pulled
by children, the brigades carry the excre-
ment of China's 700 million human beings
and 2656 million farm animals, plus sewage
silt, garbage, river mud, peat, green meal,
fumigated earth, chimney ashes, brackish
water, and industrial waste.

For all its bizarreness, the fertilizer drive
is intended to make up for a real agricultural
deficiency. Communist China produces less
than 3 million tons of chemical fertilizer a
year; it needs at least 10 times that amount.
Peiping cannot afford to build enough mod-
ern fertilizer plants or to import fertilizer
from abroad, and China must still depend
largely on compost. The population daily
returns to the earth, in the form of manure,
more than 700 tons of phosphorus, 1,200 tons
of potassium and a large amount of nitro-
gen. Yet human and animal excrement,
green compost, and river mud have been
used by Chinese farmers for 40 centuries.
Thus, the fertilizer drive has not really in-
creased fertilizing strength, even though
mixing compost with adulterating ingredi-
ents has increased the total tonnage.

In the summer of 1958, after it took over
direet control of agriculture, the party
ordered nearly half of the cropland deep
plowed and close sown. But such practices
demand discretion and careful coordination
with fertilization. The regime acted indis-
criminately, with the result that many plants
either weakened or died, and much soil was
debilitated. By the fall of 1959 Peking con-
ceded: “What we gained was not up to what
we lost.”

Further damage was caused by the so-
called Battle of Crops. In its early stages,
this involved an ambitious simultaneous
assault on agriculture, fishing, animal hus-
bandry, and forestry. The result was a re-
duction in the food crop. The regime then
reversed its policy: Concentrate on food
crops; ignore subsidiary activities. So the
° party kanpu (cadre) had hundreds of thou-
sands of acres of cotton, hemp, tea, mul-
berry, peaches, oranges, lychees, and bamboo
razed and turned into wunstable, unfit, ill-
conditioned fields for wet rice, wheat, and
potatoes.

In agricultural China each wvalley and
plain has its own special combination of soil,
climate and economic requirements. Over
the centuries, the peasants have learned
which crops are the best and the most profit-
able. In a silk-producing area near Canton,
for example, the peasants engage in fish cul-
ture as a sideline. They use the waste from
the silkworms to feed the fish, then dig up
the fertile mud from the fish ponds to ferti-
lize mulberry trees, the leaves of which are
fed to the silkworms. Everything is used,
nothing wasted. When the mulberry trees
in a village near Canton were razed by
zealous party robots to plant rice, the entire
cycle of agricultural economy was upset.
Similar disruption was caused by plowing
too deeply, sowing too closely, planting too
early, using the wrong crops or wrong seeds,
employing too much or too little or inade-
quate fertilizer, and not fallowing fields that
should have been fallowed. All these mis-
takes dealt the harvests a severe blow.

The 1959 locust disaster is another en-
lightening example of the party bureaucrats’
knack for worsening natural calamities. In
early April of that year, peasants in Honan
discovered some young locusts and reported
their find to the commune’s kanpu. But
the kanpu scolded the peasants: “The corn
and soybean have just sprouted and the
wheat will ripen soon, We don’t even have
enough people for weeding and fertilizing.
How can we divert labor for insect pests?
We must take care of urgent business first.”
The peasants then appealed to the county
party commissar. They were again pushed
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aslde: "Little ghost and big fright! You saw
an insect and you bring us a heap of blind
words. We shall have an insect-destroying
campaign someday anyway. Why make the
fuss now?"”

Two months later the crops in two coun-
ties were eaten up by locusts in 1 night.
Immediately the provinecial party secretary
pushed the panic button and issued a set
of “Regulations Pertaining to the Swift Ex-
termination of Locusts.” During 3 days in
mid-June, 1.3 milllon peasants were hurled
into a sea of locusts for an eplc extermina-
tion battle. By then, however, it was too
late. Crops, grass, and tree leaves on a mil-
lion acres in 48 counties in Honan were
stripped clean. The locusts next invaded the
neighboring provinces of Anhweli, Kiangsu,
and Shantung, damaging nearly 6 million
acres of farmland in 179 counties. Peasants
from 6 to 80 were pressed into the fight.
Airplanes were used to spray insecticide.
But the spraying, done with frenzy and in-
experience, killed 100,000 farm animals. By
Peking’s own estimate, insect pests damage
10 percent of the country’s grain, 20 percent
of the cotton, and 40 percent of the fruits
every year.

Given China's limited means, water con-
servation seems the only practical means of
improving the country's agriculture. 1In
sheer quantity, China has plenty of water,
but its distribution is lopsided. Every year
668 cublc miles of water flow over the main-
land's 3.6 million square miles of land, aver-
aging 12 tons of water for each person daily.
Three-quarters of this water, however, is
in the Yangtze Valley and south of it; North
China has less than 5 percent.

The claims that during the first 10
years of its rule the nation's irrigated area
increased from 40 million to 180 million
acres. Official figures speak of 40 billion
man-days used to dig 105 billion cubic yards
of earth (equivalent to 450 Panama Canals,
or a wall 3.3 feet high and wide girdling
the earth 2,000 times). The work, according
to Peking, consisted of building or repairing
some 60 large reservoirs, 1,000 medium ones,
4 million small reservoirs and canals, 74,600
miles of dykes, 15 million farm weirs, and
10 million wells.

The official statistics are impressive. One
imagines millions of Chinese peasants, ant-
like and faceless, digging and hauling all over
the land, disciplining the savage rivers and
salving the flelds with gentle moisture,
With this image in mind, it is even possible
to rationalize that the misery of millions
forced to labor today might bring some good
to additional millions who will inherit the
land tomorrow. But the fact is that China’s
water conservation efforts have done moaore
harm than good. Indeed, they are an im-
portant factor in the current famine.

Until 1957, Peiping concentrated its ener-
gles on big, hydroelectrically oriented dams.
Many of these expensive projects were either
ill planned or badly executed. The largest
and most important project was a TVA-like
system to regulate the Yellow River and its
tributaries; by the time the river passed the
vicinity of Eaifeng and reached the flat
Yellow Plain, its flow was to be controlled.
When the project was initiated Peiping
proudly announced that the Yellow River,
perhaps the world’s most unmanageahble
body of water, would not only be tamed for-
ever but that by 1961 its lower reaches would
be crystal clear.

The key to the Yellow River system was to
be the mammoth Sanmen Gorge Dam, at a
point just before the river leaves the moun-
tains. To protect it, 60 high dams were to
be constructed in the upper river. By 1956
half of the high dams were completed. The
same year, floods destroyed or silted up al-
most all of them. Despite a Chinese spe-
clalist’s warning to reexamine the whole
plan, the Sanmen Gorge Dam, with a 1-mil-
lion-kilowatt powerplant, was started in
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1957, The dam was planned, model tested,
and supervised by Russian technicians. Be-
cause of structural defects, its design and
construction had to be altered time and
again. In 1958 there was another flood, and
this time T0 percent of the swollen water
came from below the Sanmen Gorge. An
official technical journal, Water Conservation
and Power, then admitted this proved that
even after the completion of the project,
major floods could not be prevented.

Another big pride of Communist China’s
hydraulic engineering is the much-bally-
hooed Futseling Reservoir and powerplant in
Anhwei. This project was completed with
Russian aild in 1954. Soon after the Huai
River overflowed its banks and inundated
the entire plain the reservolr was supposed
to protect. Five years later the reservoir was
still not functioning: The sluice gates had
turned out to be heavier than designed, and
it was feared that they would not open when
the reservoir was filled with water. A simi-
lar fate befell the Yungting Reservoir tun-
nel near Peking, which was also opened with
a loud blast of propaganda. After the
hosannas came the flood, inundating 7 mil-
lion acres and washing away 2.6 million
houses. Then there is the incident of the
Tahuofang Dam, the country's second big-
gest reservoir, mear Fushun in Manchuria.
After a year's work on it, construction had
to be halted in 1954 because it was discovered
that the structure had the consistency of
rubber.

Some of the mistakes are almost unbeliey-
able. During the dry season, fields in many
areas could not get a single drop of water
even though the reservoirs were full. It was
discovered that no one had been ordered to
build water conveyance systems for the res-
ervolrs—no sluice gates, no canals, no ditches.
In June 1959, the People’s Daily summed up
the results of many of the large-scale proj-
ects: There are reservoirs without water,
reservoirs with water but without aqueducts.
A great number of flood-prevention works
which have to be renewed yearly were not
renewed, or, If they were started, were not
finished. And Water Conservation and
Power reported that a number of hydro-
electric dams were leaking badly, that many
reservoirs look all right as long as water is
not let in, and that on some projects equip-
ment was installed but no power could be
produced. Medium and small works, by
Peking’s own admission, have fared even
worse.

Water conservation is a complicated sci-
ence. It requires detailed study, careful sur-
veys and coordinated planning. The plan-
ners must have intimate knowledge of river
flow, flood history, silt content, topography,
soil characteristics, water tables, weather
patterns and the needs of surrounding areas.
But Peiping has never had any overall water
conservation plan. Technical direction often
has not matched actual working conditions.
Quality has always been less important than
quantity and speed. For large projects, there
has never been enough steel and cement
available. For smaller ones, only earth and
stone have been used because of shortages.
Everywhere substitute materials and short-
cuts in construction have been favored—and
praised as “technical innovations.” Is it any
wonder that China has registered such spec-
tacular water conservation failures?

The dam flascoes touched off an orgy of
canal digging in 1958-59. Peiping finally
realized that the much-vaunted huge proj-
ects, which had so impressed forelgn visitors,
often turned out to be mere monuments
to stupidity. In 1958, the year of the great
leap forward, it turned its attention from
big dams to regional irrigation projects of
medium and small dams, wells and, espe-
cially, canals.

In August of that year, the Party Central
Committee announced a stupendous project:
a network of canals which would crisscross
the entire area of the China Plains and link
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the three great rivers—the Yellow, the
Yangtze, and the Huai. The canals were to
be of five sizes, ranging from small irrigation
ditches to large ones accommodating 3,000-
ton ships. They would serve as inland water-
ways, as a gigantic reservoir, and as a water-
regulating system to bring water from south
to north China. When the plan was an-
nounced, millions of peasants had already
been digging for months. By early 1960
half of the canals in some provinces were
completed.

But after months of confused experience,
the small canals proved inadequate. They
were too numerous, creating problems for
future farm mechanization. They were also
too small, providing little protection in times
of flood or drought. To further complicate
matters, the village kanpu in charge of dig-
ging were unclear about the various canal
measurements, and they varied greatly. In
the winter of 19568 the plan was revised:
Small canals already dug were abandoned or
filled up; medium and large canals were dug
at relocated sites.

The frenzied canal digging created prob-
lems undreamed of in the Communist
philosophy: The canals tock away much
valuable farmland. They leaked badly (in
many cases 60 percent of the water escaped).
In some areas where the water table was
near the surface, excessively deep canals
drained the land, creating an artificial
drought where none had existed. In other
areas, mainly in dry north China, where the
water table was low and the soil unleached,
water leaking from the canals raised the
water table, thus accentuating capillary ac-
tion through the lime-rich earth. This
brought up harmful salts and alkali from the
subsoil and formed & crust on the surface
after evaporation, spoiling formerly dry but
good farmland. By 1959, the People's Dally
sensed something was wrong: “During the
past 1 or 2 years, the alkalization of much
soll in many irrigated areas in the North
has spread.” But the canal digging went
on. In 1860, the same paper again reported
that saltpeter, which normally appears only
in serious drought, had affected millions of
acres of farmland. And in April 1961 the
Kuang Ming Daily noted that "arable land
is continuously shrinking and alkalized soil
spreading.”

In a country like China, where the water
balance has already been upset by centuries
of iIntensive cultivation and population
welght, the best place to store water is not
behind big dams or in sloppy canals, but
underground near where it falls. Not sur-
prisingly, Peiping has also had insanely gran-
diose forestation plans. The original great
vision program—no longer mentioned to-
day—consisted of a number of bold foresta-
tion projects, which included two “green
great walls.” One was to be a 1,000-mile
protective windbreaker, starting from the
Chinese-Korean border, winding along the
China coast, and ending at the mouth of
the Yangtze. The other, equally long, was
to be a forest shield against the sand from
Outer Mongolia. It was to start from the
viecinity of the Old Silk Road in Eansu, cut
across the sand dunes of the Alashan Desert
and the Ordos Desert in Inner Mongolia,
and end at the great bend of the Yellow
River.

In early 1956, a campaign to “green up
China in 12 years” was begun. The job would
be easy: “If every one of the country’s 500
million peasants plants 2 trees each year,
we shall have 1 billion trees in a single
year.” Peiping believed that in 12 years it
could change China's arld land, barren hills,
and deserts into 160 million acres of sylvan
delight. So millions of school children were
ordered to plant trees all over the country.
In most cases the entire program consisted

of digging holes, inserting cuttings or sap- .

lings, and watering them for a few days.
Then the human sea surged in other direc-
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tions, for other campaigns, and the trees
were left to die of thirst.

While forestation surged up and died off,
deforestation seemed to progress systemati-
cally, Forest fires and the incidence of tree
diseases have Increased. Artificial deforesta-
tion has also been on the increase, especially
since 1958. Farm cooperatives and com-
munes have set their cattle to graze on
saplings, and have chopped down roadside
trees and whole iorests for timber or to “open
virgin land.” During the 1958 steelmaking
campalgn many mountains were stripped
bare for fuel. A commune in Kwangtung
close shaved 13 forest-covered hills in one
swoop. Timber industries in forest areas,
led by quota-conscious kanpu, competed with
each other in cutting down big and small
trees without replanting. Even saplings were
not left to protect the soil, which soon be-
came barren. Since the 1958 Great Leap, the
Chinese have been too busy making steel,
digging ecanals, and fighting calamities to
worry about reforestation. But deforesta-
tion is continuing at an even faster pace,
reducing the already poor moisture-capturing
capacity of the soil, extending the erosion
area, heightening excessive runoff of rain-
water, and Insuring severer damage from
floods and droughts for generations to come.

The foolish squandering of resources and
manpower on big, haphazard projects before
1958, and the wanton canal digging since
then, has deteriorated the water and soil
in China's richest farming regions. It is no
coincidence that the worst droughts of the
past 4 years have taken place in the very
provinces where millions dug canals from
1957-59. The entire hydrologic cycle in
China is now upset by faulty water conser-
vation and deforestation. Communist China
has unwittingly changed nature.

While food coming out of the earth is
decreasing, crops already harvested are in-
creasingly spolled or wasted. For centurles
wasting food was considered a sin in China.
Under the Communists a good deal of food
is unnecessarily spoiled. Many granaries are
haphazardly bulilt; others are created from
decrepit temples or ancestral shrines; still
others are without doors and windows—
though all have fences or walls to prevent
theft. One year an investigation revealed
serious conditions in grain storage in seven
provinces. In Kwangsi, for example, of the
740,000 tons of grain inspected, B3 percent
was spoiled by worms., One granary reported
10 percent of its grain mildewed. Another,
in Shensi, had 30 percent mildewed and 40
percent sprouting. The party kanpu in
charge of food supply in the communes are
nicknamed by the peasants: “The Five Don't
Enows"”: They don’t know how much grain
is harvested; don't know how much is eaten;
don't know how much is in the commune
kitchen; don't know how much is stored in
the granaries; and don't know how long the
store will last. When famine became acute
late in 1960, a People’s Daily editorial re-
vealed that the total amount of grain stored
in Communist China was unknown. It
launched a national campaign to weigh the
stored grain, explaining: “We shall only
know the real situation if we weigh and
clearly account for the food grain collected.”
Since 1961, Peiping has imported grain. The
real situation, apparently, is now known.

The efficlency of China’s farm labor, low
in the old days because of inadequate equip-
ment, has been lowered even further by
Peiping’s administrative epilepsy. The
peasants always worked hard; each knew
what to do and how to do it with the
limited means available. Today, they are
told how to plow, when to sow, and what to
plant. They are pressed into a robot army
and maneuveredi with human-sea strategy
and commando tactics.

In the winter of 1955, many millions were
“volunteered” into constructing dams and
dikes, The following summer, when it
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was found that subsidiary farmwork had
slumped to half its normal amount, they
were shunted back to the fields. In somrs
provinces the party ordered up to 40 percent
of the peasants to stick to subsidiary farm-
work, although drought was spreading. Left
unharvested, much rice and sweet potatoes
were damaged by the drought. When this
was discovered, the peasants were hurried
back to plant more food crops. Meanwhile,
the half-finished dams and dikes they had
left were damaged by floods.

In 1958 some 60 million people, most of
them peasants, were told to make village
steel, creating a labor shortage on the farms.
In many areas fertilizer was not put into the
fields and rice was not harvested in time.
Forty percent of the land in Hopei Province
that needed sowing was left untended. In
north China cotton and potato picking were
not done on time. Elsewhere 650,000 tons of
tobacco leaves were plucked but unsorted,
and the damp leaves began to spoil. For
three consecutive winters, up to 70 million
peasants were commandeered to dig canals.
More recently, the peasants have been re-
cruited to fight flood and drought. The
number of calamity fighters now exceeds 10
million in each seriously affected province.
When the fertilizer drive was on, 80 million
had to forage for manure. When there was
a coal shortage, 20 million were sent to the
hills to dig for dubious fuel.

The madcap use of farm labor is respon-
sible for at least one unnatural disaster, the
“weed calamity.” This term was coined by
the Communists to denote fields left un-
planted or unattended which subsequently
were found covered with weeds. The weed
calamity first came to light in 1959. By the
fall of 1960 weeds were reported in at least
13 provineces, from northern Manchuria to
Klangsu, and covered 20 percent of China's
farmland. In many areas the weeds were
taller than the crops. In Shantung one-
third of the farmland was covered by weeds,
which at places grew so thick that a “man
was unable to walk into the fields.” Soon
the Ministry of Agriculture sounded another
alarm, this time to fizht weeds. Peasants,
city people, students, civil servants, and even
soldiers were ordered to forsake whatever
they were doing and handpluck weeds from
the fields, In Hopel, 6 million were mobi-
lized; in Shantung, more than T million. In
Liaoning, two-thirds of the students and
civil servants from the citles were diverted
to the countryside. In Shansl, half of the
total farm labor was used.

The more the peasants work under the
party’s blundering policy, of course, the less
they produce. And the less they produce,
the more they have to work. The end result
is debilitating famine,

At present, an ordinary resident In show
cities like Peiping and Shanghal receives a
small ration of inferior rice or flour, plus a
monthly allotment of about half a pound
of pork, 3 ounces of sugar, and 3
ounces of edible oil. For a small quantity
of vegetables, he has to line up as early as
3 am. Eggs, poultry, and fish have virtually
disappeared. The peasant in the commune
receives much less—usually two bowls of
semiliquid gruel or paste, made from bad
cereals, gritty flour, or sweet potatoes, for
each meal.

Since 1859, Communist China has officially
ordered the eating of rice husks, bean waste,
potato leaves, pumpkin flowers, wild plants
and algea. During the past two winters,
each province sent from a half a million to
3 million peasants and city dwellers to forage
for wild plants in the hills, Newspapers
praised the high nutritive value of wild
plants and recommended recipes for these
and other novel foods. Rice straw, soaked
in lime solution, dried, ground into powder
and mixed with flour, is made Into cakes and
served in restaurants upon surrender of ra-
tion coupons.
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China’s streets and villages, formerly clut-
tered with friendly dogs and cats, are now
empty of domestic animals, Common birds
such as sparrows, pigeons, crows and cuckoos
are also gone, Some 2.2 billion sparrows
were systematically exterminated as preda-
tory birds in a nationwide campaign. The
campalgn ended when a sizable increase in
predatory insects was noted.

The appearance of a wild rabbit or a crow
in China today is an occasion for a mass
hunt for extra food. Sweetpotatoes, tur-
nips and other vegetables grown In city
suburbs must be guarded throughout the
night, or they will be stolen by city people
who raid the flelds and sometimes eat the
loot on the spot. Beggars openly wait by
restaurant tables for leftover food, often
grabbing food from the patrons. Police-
men merely shrug at such petty crimes.
The blackmarket is growing, supplied by
corrupt Communists controlling food supply
centers. Blackmarket rings sometimes have
thelr own sampans and armed escorts.

Until late 1960, Communist China limited
food parcels from Hong Kong and Macao.
Immediately after the restrictions were lifted,
the tiny Hong Kong post office was buried
under a dally avalanche of 50,000 food par-
cels from frantic relatives; at present, more
than 200,000 parcels are sent daily. The
little British colony now has more than 1,000
firms specializing in sending food parcels to
China, Not long ago, Hong Kong Commu-
nist newspapers eagerly quoted a Japanese
visitor to China who said, “I did not see any
hunger in Peking.” On the same pages where
this story appeared were advertisements of
firms offering to deliver food parcels to China
with such screaming titles as “Fast, Fast,
Fast” and “Rocket Speed.”

A normal man in the Far East, according
to the United Nations’ Food and Agriculture
Organization, requires a minimum of 2,300
calories of food daily. In food-short India,
according to a United Natlons survey, the
daily average intake is 2,000 calories. In pre-
war China it was 2,234 calories, At present,
a great number of Chinese peasants, who
must put in 14 to 18 hours of hard labor a
day, receive less than 1,000 calories.

Like most Asian countries, China has al-
ways had major public health problems.
Modern doctors number only 1 to every
10,000 people. Except for those in the big
cities, people have to depend on the tradi-
tional herb doctors, who are good at common
allments but have little knowledge of conta-
gious diseases and surgery. In certain rural
areas diseases like schistosomiasis (a chronic
intestinal malady involving enlargement of
the liver and spleen), hookworm and beriberi
have always been common. But the bulk
of the population has fared well perhaps
because of strong immunities and wise eating
habits, Except for fresh fruits, the Chinese
have never eaten uncooked food or unboiled
water. And most Chinese food is eaten
piping hot.

During the first few years of Communist
rule, a real attempt was made to improve
health. Notable were the campalgns of fly
swatting, rat exterminating, and street
sweeping, all amply reported by foreign vis-
itors, But since the mid-1950’s, and par-
ticularly since the “great leap,” conditions
have changed drastically. Drinking water
in the communes is no longer boiled, because
of fuel shortage, although in many villages
water is often taken from polluted creeks
and ponds. Manure, green compost, and
garbage are handled with bare hands during
the fertilizer drives. Newspapers often
praise fertilizer heroes who, after handling
manure, refuse to wash their hands as a
patriotic gesture. And collective working
and living without adequate sanitary pre-
cautions has resulted in widespread food
poisoning and epidemics.

According to recent refugee information,
one out of three or four peasants have
dropsy. It is not uncommon for laborers
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working in the fields to collapse and drop
dead suddenly. A former Government tech-
nician from Nanchang has reported that in
his bureau 20 percent of the civil servants
had lver inflammation or infectious hepa-
titis. A nurse from Peking said 10 percent
of her colleagues were hospitalized. Hospi-
tals in all citles are full of patients suffering
from hepatitis and other diseases, but only
serious cases are admitted. Tuberculosis is
also spreading widely, but sufferers are not
even treated, because TB is less alarming
than other prevalent diseases. Many bables
are born dead. Families of people who die
have to make reservations at the busy cre-
matoriums; those who supply firewood get
priority.

These grisly firsthand accounts are sup-
ported by the official press in its guarded but
still revealing stories. In July 1859 the
Honan Peasant’s Dally, a provincial paper
not even allowed outside Honan, divulged
that many peasants were dying from malnu-
trition and overwork. During 2 summer
weeks in 1959, 367,000 peasants collapsed and
29,000 died in the fields of Honan. In the
same summer 60,000 peasants collapsed after
6 days and nights of floodfighting with little
sleep or rest. Other press reports reveal that
during similar periods 7,000 peasants died in
the fields in Kiangsl, 8,000 in Kiangsu and
13,000 in Chekiang.

Epidemics have been developing in China
for 4 years, though their full extent is not
known, At first the press was able to cover
up the situation, but during the past 2 years
there have been partial admissions and re-
ports of *“seasonal contagious diseases.”
Moreover, the Minister of Health, Ii Te-
ch'uan, recently admitted that in 1959 a
total of 70 million cases of schistosomiasis,
filariasis (parasitic worms in the blood),
hookworm and malaria were treated. She
has also admitted that influenza, measles,
diphtheria and spinal meningitis are spread-
ing at water conservation sites, in commune
nurseries and p schools. In April
1960, too, the People’s Congress revealed that
kalaazar (infection of the liver, spleen and
bone marrow, especially prevalent among
children) was spreading; that ke-shan (a
disease caused by infected water) had
erupted in Inner Mongolia; and that there
was large-scale chemical poisoning in in-
dustrial cities. Six months later, an emer-
gency public health committee warned that
careless handling of manure, garbage and
dirty water had spread all kinds of diseases:
schistosomiasis, tapeworm, hookworm, diph-
theria, typhus, liver inflammation and ani-
mal diseases.

Actual epidemic conditions have never
been publicly reported. They can only be
gathered from press reports about large num-
bers of public health teams rushing madly
from cities to unnamed rural areas at short
notice. In the spring of 1960, some 500,000
city people from 8 provinces were sent
to the countryside to enforce emergency
public health measures. In the summer of
that year, 110,000 were sent to villages in
Szechwan, 60,000 to Hunan, and 2,000 to
Fukien. According to refugees, cholera killed
30,000 to 50,000 in Ewangtung last year alone.
After the plague spread to Hong Kong, Ma-
cao, Indonesia, and North Borneo, Peiping
finally admitted the outbreak of cholera to
the Geneva Red Cross.

The regime is worried not so much about
the people’s suffering, however, as it is about
the loss of manpower. The basic rule was
sternly laid down by the People’s Dally in
late 1950: “The point of departure is pro-
duction. It must be our unwavering deter-
mination in fighting pests and extinguishing
diseases that this work shall be subservient
to production, Public health as a purpose
in jtself—a bourgeois way of thinking—
should not be permitted.”

When a government fails to fill its people’s
stomachs, it finds it even harder to wash
their brains. Escapees report that food riots
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occurred throughout south China in 1960
and 1961, with many killed, Tens of thou-
sands of peasants have deserted famine-
stricken northern Kiangsu and converged
on once-prosperous Shanghai, searching for
food. Other groups are moving from Che-
kiang into PFukien. Of course, only last
month 70,000 from Kwangtung sought ref-
uge across the border in Hong Kong.

In December 1960, workers at the Anshan
steel mills and the Fushun coal mines,
China’'s biggest steel and coal centers, staged
a strike demanding food and cotton as wages.
Later, In Slan, students of 38 colleges and
high schools turned a memorial meeting
into an antlhunger demonstration. Similar
demonstrations broke out in Szechwan
cities, In Hunan, soldiers sent to pursue
granary robbers deliberately let the thieving
peasants escape. In any army barrack in
Klangsu, soldiers refused to get out of their
beds for morning drills, protesting against
short rations, which have now affected all
the armed forces. And a strong, well-or-
ganized underground movement is making
its presence felt repeatedly in Shanghal,
where most of modern China's revolutions
have begun.

All this could be a mere straw in the wind.
Impulsive demonstrations and spontaneous
food riots are no match against a mono-
lithic regime with a powerful secret police
and armed forces. But if overt resistance
is not effective at the moment, the condi-
tions breeding it are likely to persist and
will probably get worse. Thus the monolithic
picture could be deceptive. No one realizes
this more than the Chinese Communists
themselves. Peiping recently resuscitated
the regional political bureaus to tighten its
control over the provinces. It has replaced
militiamen in strategic areas with regular
troops, and steadily moved stored grain from
the communes to bigger granaries near cities,
which are easler to guard.

Communist China is estimated to have
2.5 million regular troops and 20 million
militiamen. The militia is no longer trusted
because it is part of the local peasantry.
Nearly 90 percent of the regular troops are
recruited from the peasantry. Their fami-
lies, who formerly recelved special privileges,
are now living the same hard life as other
peasants. The morale of the regular troops
will become an increasingly significant factor
if peasant livelihood is not improved. Fur-
thermore, among the peasants and water
conservation workers there are 10 million de-
moblilized soldiers. These veterans are the
bitterest and the most articulate complain-
ers. Since 1958, a vast number of low-level
kanpu, who have been sent to the country-
side to live, work and eat with the peasants,
have been infected. They have been re-
peatedly blamed by Peiping for beirg afrald
of the peasants and for their misgylded
sentimentality.

It would be highly unrealistic to ignore
the significant realinement of forces which
has taken place in China during the past
few years. Many westerners tend to appraise
the Communist regime by simply gawking at
its production statistics, or weighing its mil-
itary equipment, or guessing what is up its
diplomatic sleeves. They seldom try to probe
into the crosscurrents of China’s complex
economy, or the subtle psychological under-
tow of its sllent milllons. This is food for
thought for the free world.

POSSIBILITY OF FEDERAL ACTION
CITED IN EAST TEXAS OILFIELD
DRILLING PROBE

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
I wish to bring to the attention of Con-
gress information concerning the latest
developments in the massive east Texas
oilfleld drilling scandal. On several
days in the past 2 weeks, editorials in
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the Dallas Times Herald, one of the five
largest newspapers in Texas, have stated
that this mammoth theft of oil is ap-
proaching $6 million in value a month,
and that over the course of 25 months,
at the rate of theft, $150 million worth
of oil will have been stolen in violation
of Federal law.

I wish particularly to call attention to
an article published by the Associated
Press, which states that there is the
possibility of Federal prosecution in the
oil-drilling scandal under the Connally
Hot Oil Act.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the Recorp an
article entitled “Order Prohibiting Oil
Well Plugging Extended,” published in
the Houston Post of June 13, 1962, and
also an article entitled “Court Action
Viewed in Etex Oil Scandal,” published
in the Dallas Times Herald of June 15,
1962.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the
REecorbp, as follows:

[From the Houston Post, June 13, 1962]

OrpER PROHIBITING O WELL PLUGGING

EXTENDED

AustiN,—The Texas Rallroad Commission
Tuesday extended for 30 days its order for-
bidding operators in the east Texas oilfield
to plug their wells and thus interfere with
the massive oil-stealing probe.

The commission’s original 15-day order
was due to run out at the end of this week,
but was extended at the request of the at-
torney general's office which has hired private
crews to survey suspected wells.

The action came after Assistant Attorney
General Houghton Brownlee told the Asso-
ciated Press that the first round of surveys to
find crooked wells in the rich field might not
be completed by the tentative deadline of
Saturday.

Attorney General Will Wilson sald origi-
nally that he hoped the first round of direc-
tional surveys in the field would be com-
pleted by this week.

However, Brownlee said Tuesday, “It's not
going as fast as we originally thought. We
might finish by the end of the week, but it
locks doubtful now.”

Rallroad Commission Chairman W. J. Mur-
ray said recently that the surveys were not
being completed as fast as planned because
of unfamiliarity with some of the well hook-
ups.

“It’s like going into someone else's kitchen
to bake a cake,” he sald. “It takes a little
longer to find out just where the salt and
sugar and flour are.”

The private crews hired by the State to
do the directional surveys completed No. 21
Monday and scheduled six more for Tues-
day. Wilson said that directional surveys
are not being done unless inclination sur-
veys first show that a well has been illegally
deviated—slanted or curved—to take oll from
nearby leases.

The relatively guick and inexpensive in-
clination surveys done by the railroad com-
mission can show whether a well is illegally
deviated. However, the more time-consum-
ing and costly—about $800—directional sur-
veys must then be run to find out exactly
how much slant there is.

Brownlee said that investigators are run-
ning into elaborate devices to disguise illegal
operations in the field.

One of the devices, he said, is to hook up
several low-producing or mnonproductive
wells to an fllegally slanted well and make
it appear that oil is coming from all of
them.

On one lease, Brownlee said, an investi-
gator found a maze of buried plastic pipe
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connected to a buried electric switch which
turned on. and started oil from
dummy wells when someone kicked a rock
on the surface of the ground.

The plastic pipe was used instead of metal
pipe, he said, so that investigators could not
find it with mine detectors.

[From the Dallas Times Herald, Friday, June
15, 1962]

Court ACTiON VIEWED IN ETEX OIL SCANDAL

AvusTiN —State court action against oper-
ators who drilled slanted holes in the east
Texas oilfield may come In a month or 6
weeks, Attorney General Will Wilson said
yesterday.

Wilson sald the facts of the crooked hole
drilling become more startling as he goes
further into the case.

‘Wilson, the Texas Railroad Commission,
and the State department of public safety
are Investigating the wells which allegedly
are slanted in order to siphon oil from near-
by leases. Federal authorities are looking
into the case also.

“I think we have just touched one corner
of the situation,” Wilson said.

The suits, which Wilson’s office is con-
templating, could seek up to $1,000 a day
for each day an illegally deviated well was in
operation.

Along with State action, there is the pos-
sibility of Federal prosecution under the
Connally “Hot Oil Act” and civil damage
suits being filed by lease owners who lost oil
to deviated wells.

Directional surveys have been made on 23
wells in the last 2 weeks. The surveys are
not conducted unless earlier Inclination sur-
veys by the Rallroad Commission show that
the well hole is slanted more than 3° from
stralght down.

Wilson won restraining orders on four
more leases yesterday prohibiting operators
from interfering with the commission’s sur-
veys, Bimilar orders now cover 32 leases.

One commission employee has estimated
that before the tests are completed, 160 wells
will be surveyed. Wilson estimates this at
several hundred.

AGREEMENT BETWEEN UNITED
STATES AND BELGIUM FOR CO-
OPERATION ON THE USES OF
ATOMIC ENERGY FOR MUTUAL
DEFENSE PURPOSES

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, on May
29, 1962, President EKennedy trans-
mitted to the Congress a proposed agree-
ment between the Government of the
United States of America and the Gov-
ernment of Belgium for cooperation in
the uses of afomic energy for mutual
defense purposes. This agreement has
been referred to the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy and to its Subcommittee
on Agreements for Cooperation, of
which I am the chairman.

The purpose of this proposed agree-
ment is to permit the exchange of re-
stricted data and certain nonnuclear
materials to enable improved coopera-
tion in developing plans and training
Belgian personnel assigned to NATO
forces. Similar agreements have been
signed with some of the other NATO
countries, and the President has made
the determination that the performance
of this agreement will promote and will
not constitute an unreasonable risk to
the common defense and security of the
United States.

The Atomic Energy Act requires that
any such proposed agreement for co-
operation relating to the military uses
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of atomic energy must be submitted to
the Congress and the Joint Committee
for a 60-day period prior to execution
of the agreement. It has been the prac-
tice of the Joint Committee to hold a
hearing on each proposed agreement
and to submit a report to the Members
of the Senate and the House in order
that they may be fully informed of the
provisions and implications of any such
proposed agreement.

Accordingly, I have scheduled a pub-
lic hearing of the Subcommittee on
Agreements for Cooperation on Mon-
day, June 25, 1962, at 2 p.m., to consider
this proposed agreement with Belgium
as well as certain other proposed agree-
ments relating fo the peaceful uses of
atomic energy which may then be pend-
ing before the Joint Committee for its
review.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the proposed agree-
ment with Belgium, and certain sup-
porting documents, be printed in the
Recorp following my remarks.

There being no objection, the docu-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

To the Congress of the United States:

This Government has recently signed with
the Government of Belgium an atomic co-
operation agreement for mutual defense pur-
poses. This agreement, which has been con-
cluded pursuant to sections 91-¢ and 144-b
of the Atomic Energy Act, is essentially the
same as agreements we have concluded since
1969 with a number of other NATO coun-
tries. By providing for the exchange of in-
formation and nonnuclear materials the
agreement with Belgium will enable us to
cooperate in developing plans and training
personnel so that Belgian NATO forces ean
effectively contribute with other NATO coun-
tries to the collective defense effort. The
members of NATO have made clear that it
is necessary for their common defense to
maintain the most modern NATO forces, and
that these forces must be capable of using
nuclear weapons if necessary. Since it is
well known that measures to build NATO
military strength are designed solely for de-
fense purposes, these measures should not
be a cause of concern to other countries.

In general, NATO countries are proceeding
simultaneously along two lines to provide
for their necessary military strength: con-
ventional forces are being strengthened, and
an effective nuclear capability is belng main-
tained. The conclusion of this agreement is
consistent with these current policles and
with the continuing alliance purposes of
collective defense.

I am forwarding a copy of the atomic co-
operation agreement with Belgium to each
House of the Congress, in accordance with
the Atomic Energy Act of 19564, as amended.
I am also forwarding a letter from the Secre-
tary of State transmitting an authoritative
text of the agreement, a copy of the joint
communication by the Secretary of Defense
and the Chairman of the Atomic Energy
Commission recommending my approval of
the agreement and a copy of the memoran-
dum recording my affirmative response to
their recommendation,

Jorn F. KENNEDY,

THE WHrITE House, May 29, 1962.

The following Is the text of the letter to
the President from the Secretary of State:

May 18, 1962.

The PRESIDENT,
The White House.

DeArR Mgr. PresipENT: I have the honor to
lay before you with a view to its submission
to the Congress, pursuant to the Atomiec
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Energy Act of 1954, as amended, an authori-
tative copy of an Agreement Between the
Government of the United States of America
and the Government of Belgium for Cooper-
ation on the Uses of Atomic Energy for
Mutual Defense Purposes, which was signed
at Brussels on May 17, 1962.

This agreement was signed on behalf of
the United States pursuant to the authori-
zation granted in your memorandum of
March 23, 1962, to the Becretary of Defense
and the Chairman of the Atomic Energy
Commission, a copy of which was trans-
mitted to the Department of State.

Faithfully yours,
DeAN RUSK.

The following is the text of the letter to the
President from the Chalrman of the Atomic
Energy Commission and the Deputy Secre-
tary of Defense:

MarcH 22, 1962,
THE PRESIDENT,
The White House.

Dear Mze. PREsIDENT: There is hereby sub-
mitted for your consideration and approval
a proposed Agreement between the Govern-
ment of the United States of America and
the Government of Belgium for Cooperation
on the Uses of Atomic Energy for Mutual
Defense Purposes.

The proposed Agreement will permit, un-
der the authority of Sections 9lc and 144b
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amend-
ed, the transfer of classified informa-
tion and certaln equipment necessary for the
purpose of improving the state of train-
ing and operational readiness of the armed
forces of Belgium. The December 1957
NATO Heads of Government meeting estab-
lished the concept of a stockpile of arms
for the ning of NATO's defenses,
and this present Agreement is an important
part of the implementation of this concept.
The carrying out of this Agreement should
do much to advance our mutual defense in-
terest, including the vital cause of strength-
ening the NATO defensive alliance, and will
thereby ald materially in the defense of the
United States.

Article II of the Agreement provides for
the transfer of classified information, in-
cluding “Restricted Data” and “Formerly
Restricted Data,” necessary to the develop-
ment of defense plans; the training of per-
sonnel in the employment of and the defense
against atomic weapons and other military
applications of atomic energy; the evalua-
tion of the capability of potential enemies
in the employment of atomic weapons and
other military applications of atomic energy;
and the development of delivery systems
capable of carrying atomic weapons.

Article IIT of the Agreement provides that
the United States will transfer non-nuclear
parts of atomic weapons systems involving
Restricted Data (other than non-nuclear
parts of atomic weapons) for the purpose
of improving the state of training and oper-
ational readiness of the armed forces of
Belgium. However, In view of Section 9lc
of the Atomic Energy Act, the applicability
of which is reflected in Article IV of the
Agreement, no transfer can be made if it
would contribute significantly to the recip-
ient nation’s atomic weapon design, develop-
ment or fabrication capability. It is not
possible to determine at this time the types,
quantities and conditions of transfer,
whether by sale, lease or loan, of those parts
which it will become necessary to transfer
for our mutual defense during the period
of the Agreement. Accordingly, under the
terms and conditions of the Agreement, it will
be necessary to determine from time to time
the types, quantities and conditions of trans-
fer and such determination shall be sub-
mitted for your approval.

The Agreement would remain in force until
terminated by agreement of both parties,
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thus assuring continued protection for the
information and equipment transferred in
accordance with the provision of the Agree-
ment. However, cooperation for the trans-
fer of information and equipment under Ar-
ticles II and III of the Agreement may be
discontinued by either party in the event
of the termination of the North Atlantic
Treaty.

In accordance with the provisions of Sec-
tions 91c and 144b of the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954, the Agreement specifically provides
in Article I that all cooperation under the
Agreement will be undertaken only when the
communicating or transferring party deter-
mines that such cooperation will promote
and will not constitute an unreasonable risk
to its defense and security. Article I of the
Agreement also provides, in accordance with
the Act, that all cooperation under the
Agreement will be undertaken only while
the United States and Belgium are partici-
pating in an international arrangement for
their mutual defense and security and mak-
ing substantial and material contributions
thereto. Cooperation under Articles II and
III of the Agreement would be undertaken
only when these conditions prevail.

Article IV of the Agreement stipulates
that the cooperation under the Agreement
will be carried out by each of the parties in
accordance with Its applicable laws. Ar-
ticle IV also makes clear that there will be
no transfer under the Agreement of atomic
weapons, non-nuclear parts of atomic weap-
ons or special nuclear material.

In addition to the foregoing provisions on
the terms, conditions, duration, nature and
scope of cooperation, the Agreement provides
that the parties will maintain agreed secu-
rity safeguards and standards. The Agree-
ment also contains particular commitments
that the recipient of any equipment or in-
formation that is obtained pursuant to the
Agreement will not transfer it to unauthor-
ized persons and will not transfer it beyond
the jurisdiction of the recipient party, ex-
cept in limited ecircumstances specifically
provided in the Agreement.

Belgium is now participating with the
United States in an international arrange-
ment pursuant to which Belglum is making
substantial and material contributions to
the mutual defense and security, It is the
view of the Department of Defense and the
Atomic Energy Commission that this Agree-
ment is entirely in accord with the provi-
slons of the Atomic Energy Act of 1854, as
amended. It is the considered opinion of
the Department of Defense and the Atomic
Energy Commission that the performance of
the proposed Agreement will promote and
will not constitute an unreasonable risk to
the common defense and security of the
United States.

Accordingly, it is recommended that you
(a) approve the program for the transfer of
non-nuclear parts of atomic weapon systems
involving Restricted Data under the terms
and conditions provided in this letter and
the proposed Agreement; however, types,
quantities and conditions of transfer of such
parts are subject to your later approval; (b)
determine that the performance of this
Agreement will promote and will not consti-
tute an unreasonable risk to the common
defense and security of the United States;
and (c) approve the proposed Agreement and
authorize its execution for the Government
of the United States in a manner specified
by the Secretary of State.

The Secretary of State concurs in the fore-
going recommendations.

Sincerely,
RoswEeLL L. GILPATRIC,
Deputy Secretary of Defense.
GLENN T. SEABORG,
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission.
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
AND THE CHAIRMAN, ATOMIC ENERGY CoM-

MISSION
MarcH 23, 1962,

In your 1otnt1ettertomotlhrch22
1962, you recommended that I approve a
proposed Agreement between the Govern-
ment of the United States of America and
the Government of Belgium for Cooperation
on the Uses of Atomic Energy for Mutual
Defense

Belgium is part.mlpaﬁng with the United
States in an international arrangement pur-
suant to which it is making substantial
and material contributions to the mutual
defense and security. The proposed Agree-
ment will permit cooperation necessary to
improve the state of training operational
readiness of the armed forces of Belgium,
subject to provisions, conditions, guarantees,
terms and special determinations, which

with the agreement in pri.nciple reached in
December 1857.

Having considered your joint recommen-
dations and the cooperation provided for in
the Agreement, including security safeguards
and other terms and conditions of the agree-
ment, I hereby (1) approve the program for
the transfer of non-nuclear parts of atomic
weapon systems involving Restricted Data
under the terms and conditions provided
in your joint letter and the proposed Agree-
ment; however, types, quantities and condi-
tions of transfer of such parts are subject to
my further approval; (2) determine that
the performance of this Agreement will
promote and will not conmstitute an un-
reasonable risk to the common defense and
security of the United States; and (3) ap-
prove the proposed Agreement and authorize
its execution for the Government of the
United States In a manner designated by
the Secretary of State.

JoHN F. EENNEDY.
AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE

GOVERNMENT OF BELGIUM FOR COOPERATION

oN THE Uses oOF AroMic ENERGY FOR

MuvuTtuAL DEFENSE PURFPOSES

The Government of the Unifed States of
America and the Government of Belgium,

Considering that they have concluded a
Mutual Defense Assistance Agreement, pur-
suant to which each Government will make
available to the other equipment, materials,
services, or other military assistance in ac-
cordance with such terms and conditions as
may be agreed;

Considering that their mutual security and
defense require that they be prepared to
meet the contingencies of atomic warfare;

Considering that they are participating
together in an international arrangement
pursuant to which they are making sub-
stantial and material contributions to their
mutual defense and security;

Recognizing that their common defense
and security will be advanced by the ex-
change of information concerning atomic
energy and by the transfer of certain types
of equipment;

Believing that such exchange and transfer
can be undertaken without risk to the de-
fense and security of either country; and

Taking into consideration the United
States Atomic Energy Act of 19564, as amend-
ed, and all applicable statutes of Belgium,
which were enacted or prepared with these
purposes in mind;

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE Y

General provisions: While the United
States and Belgium are participating in an
international arrangement for their mutual

defense and security and making substantial
and material contributions thereto, each
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Party will communicate to and exchange
with the other Party information and
transfer non-nuclear parts of atomie
weapons systems involving Restricted Data
to the other Party in accordance with the
provisions of this Agreement, provided that
the communicating or transferring Party de-
termines that such cooperation will promote
and will not constitute an unreasonable
risk to its defense and security.

ARTICLE II

Exchange of information: Each Party will
communicate to or exchange with the other
Party such classified information as is jointly
determined to be necessary to: (a) the devel-
opment of defense plans; (b) the training
of personnel in the employment of and de-
fense against atomic weapons and other
military applications of atomic energy; (¢)
the evaluation of the capabilities of poten-
tial enemies in the employment of atomic
weapons and other military applications of
atomic energy; and (d) the development of
delivery systems compatible with the atomic
weapons which they carry.

ARTICLE IIX

Transfer of non-nuclear parts of atomic
weapons systems: The Government of the
United States will transfer to the Govern-
ment of Belglum, subject to terms and con-
ditions to be agreed, mon-nuclear parts of
atomic weapons systems involving Restricted
Data as such parts are jointly determined to
be necessary for the purpose of improving
Belglum's state of training and operational
readiness.

ARTICLE IV

Conditions:

A. Cooperation under this Agreement will
be carried out by each of the parties in ac-
cordance with its applicable laws.

B. Under this Agreement there will be no
transfer by either Party of atomic weapons,
non-nuclear parts of atomic weapons, or
speclal nuclear materials.

C. The information communicated or ex-
changed, or non-nuclear parts of atomic
weapons systems transferred, by elther Party
pursuant to this Agreement shall be used
by the recipient Party exclusively for the
preparation or implementation of defense
plans in the mutual interests of the two
countries.

D. Nothing in this Agreement shall pre-
clude the communication or exchange of
classified information which is transmissible
under other arrangements between the
Partles.

ARTICLE V

Guarantees:

A, Classified information and non-nu-
clear parts of atomic weapons systems com-
municated or transferred pursuant to this
Agreement shall be accorded full security
protection wunder applicable security ar-
rangements between the Parties and appli-
cable national legislation and regulations
of the Parties. In no case shall elther Party
maintain security standards for safeguard-

classified information, and non-nuclear
parts of atomic weapons systems, made
available pursuant to this Agreement less
restrictive than those set forth in the ap-
plicable security arrangements in effect on
the date this Agreement comes into force.

B. Classified information communicated
or exchanged pursuant to this Agreement
will be made available through channels
existing or hereafter agreed for the commu-
nication or exchange of such information
between the Parties,

C. Classified information, communicated
or exchanged, and any non-nuclear parts
of atomic weapons systems transferred pur-
suant to this Agreement shall not be com-
municated, exchanged or transferred by the
reciplent Party or persons under its juris-
diction to any unauthorized persons or, ex-
cept as provided in Article VI of this Agree-
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ment, beyond the jurisdiction of that Party.
Each Party may stipulate the degree to
which any of the information and non-nu-
clear parts of atomic weapons systems com-
municated, exchanged or transferred by it
or persons under its jurisdiction pursuant
to this Agreement may be disseminated or
distributed; may specify the categories of
persons who may have access to such infor-
mation or non-nuclear parts of atomic
weapons systems; and may impose such
other restrictions on the dissemination or
distribution of such Information or non-nu-
clear parts of atomic weapons systems as 1t
deems necessary.

ARTICLE VI

Dissemination: Nothing in this Agreement
shall be interpreted or operate as a bar or
restriction to consultation or cooperation in
any field of defense by either Party with other
nations or international organizations.
Nelther Party, however, shall so communicate
classified information or transfer or permit
access to or use of non-nuclear parts of
atomic weapons systems made avallable by
the other Party pursuant to this Agreement
unless:

A. It is notified by the originating Party
that all appropriate provisions and require-
ments of the originating Party's applicable
laws, including authorization by competent
bodies of the originating Party, have been
complied with which would be necessary to
authorize the originating Party directly so
to communicate to, transfer to, permit access
to or use by such other mnation or inter-
national organization; and further that the
originating Party authorizes the recipient
Party so to communicate to, transfer to, per-
mit access to or use by such other nation or
international organization; or

B. The coriginating Party has informed the
reciplent Party that the originating Party
has so communicated to, transferred to, per-
mitted access to or use by such other nation
or international organization.

ARTICLE VII

Classification policies: Agreed classification
policies shall be maintained with respect
to all classified information and non-nuclear
parts of atomic weapons systems communi-
cated, exchanged, or transferred under this
Agreement.

ARTICLE VIIX

Responsibility for use of information and
non-nuclear parts of atomlic weapons sys-
tems: The application or use of any infor-
mation (including design drawings and
specifications) or mnon-nuclear parts of
atomic weapons systems communicated, ex-
changed or transferred under this Agree-
ment shall be the responsibility of the Party
recelving it, and the other Party does not
provide any indemnity or warranty with
respect to such application or use.

ARTICLE IX :

Patents: The recipient Party shall use the
classified information communicated, or re-
vealed by equipment transferred hereunder,
for the purposes specified herein only. Any
inventions or discoveries resulting from pos-
session of such information on the part of
the recipient Party or persons under its juris-
diction shall be made avallable to the other
Party for all purposes without charge in ac-
cordance with such arrangements as may be
agreed and shall be safeguarded in accord-
ance with the provisions of Article V of this
Agreement.

ARTICLE X

Definitions: For the purposes of this agree-
ment:

A, “Atomic weapon” means any device
utilizing atomic energy, exclusive of the
means for transporting or propelling the de-
vice (where such means is a separable and
divisible part of the device), the principal
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purpose of which is for use as, or for devel-
opment of, a weapon, a weapon protetype,
or a weapon test device.

B. “Classified information" means infor-
mation, data, materials, services, or any
other matter with the security designation
of “Confidential” or higher applied under the
legislation or regulations of either the United
States or Belgium, including that designated
by the Government of the United States as
“Restricted Data" or “Formerly Restricted
Data” and that designated by the Govern-
ment of Belgium as “Atomic".

C. “Non-nuclear parts of atomic weapons”
means parts of atomic weapons which are
speclally deslgned for them and are not in
general use in other end products and which
are not made of, in whole or in part, special
nuclear material; and “non-nuclear parts of
atomic weapons systems involving Restricted
Data” means parts of atomic weapons sys-
tems, other than non-nuclear parts of atomie
weapons, which contain or reveal atomic in-
formation and which are not made of, in
whole or in part, special nuclear material.

D. As used in this agreement, the term
“atomic information” means:

1. So far as concerns information pro-
vided by the Government of the United
States, information which is designated “Re-
stricted Data” and *“Formerly Restricted
Data.”

2. So far as concerns information provided
by the Government of Belglum, information
which is designated “Atomiec.”

ARTICLE XI

Duration: This Agreement shall enter into
force on the date on which each Government
shall have received from the other Govern-
ment written notification that it has com-
plied with all legal requirements for the en-
try into force of this Agreement, and shall
remain in force until terminated by agree-
ment of both Parties except that either Party
may terminate its cooperation under Articles
II or III upon the expiration of the North
Atlantic Treaty.

In witness whereof, the undersigned, duly
authorized, have signed this Agreement.

Done at Brussels, in duplicate, in the Eng-
lish and French languages, both texts being
equally authentie, this 17th day of May, 1962,

For the Government of the United States
of America:

DougrLAs MACARTHUR II.

For the Government of Belgium:

P. H. SPAAR.

HIGH INTEREST RATES

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, in connection with the current
furor over the alleged antibusiness bias
of the Kennedy administration, inquiry
into the present situation with regard
to interest rates is pertinent.

There is nothing quite so complicated
as the money and credit system of this,
the greatest capitalistic nation on earth.
It was planned to be that way. Other-
wise, the workingman who pays
throughout his lifetime for services in
which he is not the least bit interested
would demand a better break. With his
vote, he would get it.

If the public ever comes to under-
stand the monetary and fiscal system of
this country, there will be an effort to
make it more complicated in order to
perpetrate the built-in injustices in the
system,

In the past, when I have criticized
high interest rates, I have found persons
who would attempt to justify them.

But if an individual attempted to loan
out at interest money which he did not
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possess, he would wind up in jail. Yet
this Nation has made it legal for the
Federal Reserve System to do just that.

Furthermore, under the Constitution
of the United States, the power of issuing
currency is vested in the Congress. But
this power has been turned over through
legislation to the Federal Reserve Board.
This Board actually has the power to
make money. Mr. President, look at
your $5, $10, $20 bills. As you know,
they are not backed by gold. They are
not backed by silver. They are sup-
ported only by the imagination. Natu-
rally, the Government promises to pay
so many dollars, But what is a dollar?
It does not represent any given amount
of anything.

Furthermore, when we get into the
realm of loaning dollars which do not
exist, the whole problem becomes so com-
plicated and nebulous that fewer than
one man in a thousand can be expected
to understand it.

This, then, is what the national banks
are permitted to do. They loan money
which they do not possess merely by
writing down a column of figures on a
ledger sheet. Many of them operate with
practically no cash whatever when they
open their doors. They simply take the
money from the receiving windows and
hand it back out the paying windows.

And the banker is permitted to loan
a dollar out five times over. Here is how
it works: For every dollar deposited, the
bank can loan out 80 cents. When Smith
deposits a dollar, 80 cents are loaned to
Jones. Jones deposits the 80 cents; and
64 cents are loaned to Brown. Brown
buys from Green, and Green deposits the
64 cents; whereupon the bank loans out
51 cents. And so on.

On demand deposits the banks pay no
interest whatever; yet every dollar they
loan is out at interest averaging about
6 percent. These are concerns licensed
to do business with the credit of the
Government, which represents all the
people of the United States. Under the
Eisenhower administration, the banks
were permitted to double the charge for
the services they were rendering in some
cases, and greatly increase that charge
in all other cases. The charge in this
case is called interest.

This was the field in which it was easi-
est for the administration fo reward
wealthy friends for campaign contribu-
tions. It was so complicated that a poor
man could not possibly figure it all out.
Any time some one did complain about
it, nothing more was required than for
some Wall Street banker to state that
complaining endangered the economy.

The entire matter could thus be cov-
ered up through the use of slogans like
“honest money,” “hard money,” and so
on.

Naturally, it is necessary that there
be credit and interest on borrowed
money. Experience has shown, how-
ever, that the country cannot remain
prosperous with high interest rates. It
seems that Republicans are unable to
keep interest rates down when they are
in power. But there is no reason why
Democrats should not be able to do a
better job.
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During the 20 years that President
Roosevelt and President Truman occu-
pied the White House, the average rate
of interest on new Federal issues was
1.7 percent. This contrasts with a fig-
ure of almost 5 percent on new issues
for the Republican year 1960.

I regret to state that since President
Kennedy assumed office, overall interest
rates have continued to rise. Three-
month Treasury bills were up from a
yield of 2.3 percent in January 1961 to
2.8 percent in the week ending with
March 17 of this year.

Taxable bonds rose from 3.9 percent
to 4.03 percent.

High-grade municipal bonds fell from
3.46 percent to 3.18 percent.

Corporate AAA bonds remained about
the same, rising from 4.32 percent in
January 1961 to 4.39 percent.

Corporate BAA bonds moved from 5.08
percent to 5.04 percent.

Prime commercial paper rose from
2.98 percent to 3.25 percent.

Mr. President, figures of this kind are
pertinent to the question of whether the
Kennedy administration is antibusiness.
I am one of those who feel that, what-
ever fault there may be lies in the other
direction. I would like to see this Demo-
cratic administration continue in the
tradition of its predecessors with regard
to interest rates and fiscal policy.

REVIEW OF U.S. POLICY ON SOUTH-
EAST ASIA URGED BY SENATE
MAJORITY LEADER

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
in connection with the U.S. policy in
southeast Asia, the able and distin-
guished majority leader of the U.S. Sen-
ate made a thought-provoking and
searching speech to the Nation a few
days ago. The speech by the distin-
guished majority leader of the Senate
is by a Senator who brings to the sub-
ject knowledge gained by many years of
service in the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee and personal visits to south-
east Asia.

His speech has stimulated an editorial
in the San Antonio Light, one of the im-
portant newspapers in one of the largest
cities in Texas.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp the editorial from
the Light, of San Antonio, Tex., for
Thursday, June 14, 1962, captioned
“Blowing the Whistle,” which is most
laudatory of the distinguished majority
leader.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

BLOWING THE WHISTLE

When the Democratic majority leader of
the Senate takes a positive stand on a phase
of the foreign policy of the country, atten-
tion should be pald to it.

The State Department is accustomed to
going its own way but it cannot ignore Sena-
tor MIEKE MANSFIELD because he is a real
power in the Senate and because he is a
learned man, a former university professor.

MansFIELD wants our policy in southeast
Asia reviewed. We have poured $3 billion
into that area with small results.

Our allies do not choose to fight even for
their own security. Aid seems to disappear

11141

among government, officials, very little com=-
ing down to the people.

The amount that some recipients of our
ald spend for Parisian dresses and furs would
shock this country.

Senator Mrke MANSFIELD SAYS:

“After years of enormous expenditures of
aid in South Vietnam, that country is more,
rather than less, dependent on aid from the
United States.”

This does require explanation.

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
AGREEMENTS FOR COOPERATION
IN THE FIELD OF PEACEFUL USES
OF ATOMIC ENERGY—NOTICE OF
HEARING

Mr, GORE. Mr. President, as chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Agree-
ments for Cooperation of the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy, I would like to
advise all Members of the Senate of four
proposed amendments to agreements for
cooperation with other nations in the
field of peaceful uses of atomic energy,
recently submitted to the Joint Commit-
tee by the executive branch.

These are amendments to agreements
for cooperation with Brazil, the Repub-
lic of China, Portugal, and Thailand. In
each case the agreement is extended for
2 years and contains a provision which
would facilitate assumption of safe-
guards by the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency if mutually agreed upon by
the parties to the present agreements.

Mr. President, I request unanimous
consent to have printed in the REcorp
at the conclusion of my remarks the text
of the proposed amendment with Brazil,
together with a letter from the Commis-
sion to the President recommending ap-
proval, a letter from the President con-
taining the appropriate determinations
and authorizing execution of the amend-
ment, and a letter from the Chairman of
the Atomic Energy Commission to the
chairman of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy. The amendments and
the correspondence concerning the
amendments with China, Portugal, and
Thailand are similar in all respects.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the Joint
Committee has also received amend-
ments to two agreements for coopera-
tion with Euratom, relating to the peace-
ful uses of atomic energy, and also an
amendment to the agreement for cooper-
ation with Belgium relating to the mili-
tary uses of atomic energy.

The Joint Committee has been
informed that amendments to the agree-
ments for cooperation with the follow-
ing nations and governmental entities
are now in final stages of negotiation,
and may soon be submitted to the Joint
Committee for review: Argentina, city
of West Berlin, France, Israel, Greece,
South Africa, Sweden, and West Ger-
many.

Mr. President, I have scheduled a pub-
lic hearing by the subcommittee on
Monday, June 25, 1962, at 2 p.m. to con-
sider the various proposed amendments
which may then be pending before the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.
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ExamIr 1
U.S. Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., June 6, 1962,
Hon. Caer HOLIFIELD,
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy, Congress of the United States.

Dear Mr. HouirieLp: Pursuant to section
123¢ of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, there are submitted with this let-
ter:

(a) An executed amendment to the Agree-
ment for Cooperation Concerning Civil Uses
of Atomic Energy Between the Government
of the United States of America and the
Government of the United States of Brazll;

(b) A letter from the Commission to the
President recommending approval of the
amendment; and

(c) A letter from the President to the
Commission approving the amendment, con-
taining his determination that its perform-
ance will promote and will not constitute
an unreasonable risk to the common defense
and security and authorizing its execution.

The amendment, which has been negoti-
ated by the Atomic Energy Commission and
the ent of State pursuant to the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
would extend for 2 years the Agreement for
Cooperation signed by the Government of
the United States of America and the Gov-
ernment of the United States of Brazil on
August 3, 1955, as amended by amendments
signed on July 9, 1958, and June 11, 1960.
The amendment also includes, in article I,
provisions contained in other similar agree-
ments which would permit the transfer to
Brazil of materials, including limited quanti-
ties of special nuclear material, for use in
defined research projects when such materials
are not available commercially. In order to
facilitate assumption of safeguards adminis-
tration by the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA), the amendment further
modifies the Agreement for Cooperation, as
amended, by providing, in article II, that
the partiles may at any time enter into
arrangements for application of IAEA
safeguards to materials and equipment
transferred to Brazil under the agreement,
without modifying the agreement, and that
such arrangements may ineclude provisions
for suspension of safeguards rights accorded
the Commission under the agreement during
the time and to the extent that IAEA safe-
guards apply to the materials and facilities.

The amendment will enter into force when
the two Governments have exchanged notifi-
cations that their r tive tutory and
constitutional requiremens have been ful-
filled.

Sincerely yours,
GLENN E. SEABORG,
Chairman.

U.8. Aromic ENERGY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C.,, May 16, 1962.
THE PRESIDENT,
The White House.

DeEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The Atomic Energy
Commission recommends that you approve
the enclosed proposed “Amendment to Agree-
ment for Cooperation Between the Govern-
ment of the United States of America and
the Government of the United States of
Brazill Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic En-
ergy,” determine that its performance will
promote and will not constitute an unreason-
able risk to the common defense and secu-
rity, and authorize its execution. The De-
partment of State supports the Commission’s
recommendation.

The amendment, which has been negoti-
ated by the Atomic Energy Commission and
the Department of State pursuant to the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, will
extend for 2 years the Agreement for Coop-
eration signed by the Government of the
United States of America and the Govern-
ment of the United Btates of Brazil on Au-
gust 3, 1056, as amended by amendments
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signed on July 9, 1958, and June 11, 1960.
The amendment also includes, in article I,
provisions contained in other similar agree-
ments which would permit the transfer to
Brazil of materials, including limited quan-
titles of special nuclear material, for use in
defined research projects when such mate-
rials are not available commercially.

In order to facilitate assumption of safe-
guards administration by the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), the amend-
ment further modifies the Agreement for
Cooperation, as amended, by providing, in
article II, that the parties may at any time
enter into arrangements for application of
TAEA safeguards to materials and equipment
transferred to Brazil under the agreement,
without modifying the agreement, and that
such arrangements may include provisions
for suspension of safeguards rights accorded
the Commission under the agreement dur-
ing the time and to the extent that IAEA
safeguards apply to the materials and
facilities.

Although the Government of the United
States of Brazll was encouraged to let its
agreement expire this coming summer with
the view that its future requirements would
be satisfied through the IAEA, and the ma~-
terials and equipment transferred would be
placed under safeguards administered by the
IAEA, the Government of the United States
of Brazil advised that it would prefer to have
its Agreement for Cooperation extended at
this time. Discussions will be continued
with the Bragzillan Government, however,
with the objective of further encouraging
that Government to place its reactor and as-
soclated fuel under safeguards arrangements
administered by the IAEA, and to draw in-
creasingly upon the resources of the IAEA
to satisfy its future requirements.

Following your determination, approval
and authorization, the amendment will be
formally executed by the appropriate au-
thoritles of the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of
the United States of Brazil. In compliance
with section 123c of the Atomic Energy Act,
as amended, the amendment will then be
placed before the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy.

Respectfully yours,
GLENN T. SEABORG,
Chairman.
THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, D.C., May 24, 1962,
Hon, GLENN T, SEABORG,
Atomic Energy Commission,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg, Seasorc: In accordance with
section 123 of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended, the Atomic Energy Com-
mission has submitted to me a proposed
“Amendment to Agreement for Cooperation
Between the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of
the United States of Brazil Concerning Civil
Uses of Atomic Energy,” as amended, and
recommended that I approve the proposed
amendment, determine that its performance
will promote and will not constitute an un-
reasonable risk to the common defense and
security, and authorize its execution.

The amendment, which has been negoti-
ated by the Atomic Energy Commission and
the Department of State pursuant to the
Atomic Energy Act of 1854, as amended,
would extend for 2 years the term of the
present Agreement for Cooperation signed
by the Government of the United States of
America and the Government of the United
States of Brazil on August 3, 19556, as
amended by amendments signed on July 9,
1968, and June 11, 1960. The amendment
also includes language to facilitate assump-
tion of safeguards administration by the
International Atomic Energy Agency during
the term of the agreement without further
modifying the agreement, and provisions
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which would permit the transfer to Brazil
of materials, including limited quantities of
special nuclear material, for use in defined
research projects when such materials are
not available commercially.

Pursuant to the provisions of section 123
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, and upon the recommendation of
the Atomic Energy Commission, I hereby:

(a) Determine that the performance of
the proposed amendment will promote and
will not constitute an unreasonable risk to
the common defense and security of the
United States.

(b) Approve the proposed amendment be-
tween the Government of the United States
of America and the Government of the
United States of Brazil enclosed with your
letter submitting the proposed amendment.

(e¢) Authorize the execution of the pro-
posed amendment for the Government of
the United States of America by appropriate
authorities of the United States Atomic
Energy Commission and the Department of
State.

Sincerely,
JorN F. KENNEDY.
AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT FOR COOPERATION

BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED

STATES OF AMERICA AND THE GOVERNMENT

OF THE UNITED STATES OF BRAZIL CONCERN=-

ING CiviL UseEs oF AToMIC ENERGY

The Government of the United States of
America and the Government of the United
States of Bragzil,

Desiring to amend the Agreement for Co-
operation Between the Government of the
United States of America and the Govern-
ment of the United States of Brazil Concern-
ing Civil Uses of Atomic Energy signed at
Rio de Janeiro on August 3, 19556 (hereinafter
referred to as the “Agreement for Coopera-
tion"), as amended by the Agreements
signed at Washington on July 9, 1958 and
June 11, 1960,

Agree as follows:

ARTICLE I

The following new Article is added direct-
1y after Article IIT of the Agreement for Co-
operation, as amended:

“ARTICLE III(A)

“Materials of interest in connection with
defined research projects related to the peace-
ful uses of atomic energy undertaken by the
Government of the United States of Brazil,
or persons under its jurisdiction, including
source materials, speclal nuclear materials,
by-product material, other radioisotopes, and
stable isotopes, will be sold or otherwise
transferred to the Government of the United
States of Brazil by the Commission for re-
search purposes in such quantities and under
such terms and conditions as may be agreed
when such materials are not available com-
mercially. In no case, however, shall the
quantity of special nuclear materials under
the jurisdiction of the Government of the
United States of Bragzil, by reason of transfer
under this Article, be, at any one time, in ex-
cess of 100 grams of contained U-235, 10
grams of U-233, 2560 grams of plutonium in
the form of fabricated foils and sources, and
10 grams of plutonium in other forms.”

ARTICLE II

The following sentences are added at the
end of Article VII(A) of the Agreement for
Cooperation, as amended: “* * * It is under-
stood that, without meodifying this Agree-
ment, the Parties may at any time enter into
arrangements to provide for application of
International Atomic Energy Agency safe-
guards to materials and facllities transferred
to the Government of the United States of
Brazil under this Agreement. It is con-
templated that such arrangements may in-
clude provisions for suspension of the safe-
guards rights accorded the Commission by
Article VI, paragraph C, of this Agreement
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during the time and to the extent that the
Agency’s safeguards apply to such materials
and facilities.”

ARTICLE IIX

Article VIII of the Agreement for Coopera-
tion, as amended, is further amended by
deleting the date “August 2, 1962" and sub-
stituting in lieu thereof the date “August
2, 1964.”

ARTICLE IV

This Amendment shall enter into force on
the date on which each Government shall
have received from the other Government
written notification that it has complied
with all statutory and constitutional re-
quirements for the entry into force of such
Amendment and shall remain in force for
the period of the Agreement for Coopera-
tion, as hereby amended.

In witness whereof, the undersigned, duly
authorized, have signed this Amendment,

Done at Washington, in duplicate, this
twenty-eighth day of May 1962.

For the Government of the United States
of America:

RicaArp N. GOODWIN.
GLENN T, SEABORG.

For the Government of the United States
of Brazil:

MiGuEL A. Oz DE ALMEIDA,

Certified to be a true copy:

ALLAN T. DALTON,
Division of International Affairs, U.S.
Atomic Energy Commission.

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS
SATELLITE SYSTEM

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 11040) to provide for
the establishment, ownership, operation,
and regulation of a commercial com-
munications satellite system, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MuskiE in the chair). The question is
on agreeing to the amendment lettered
“r” submitted by the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. Loxncg], on behalf of him-
self and certain other Senators.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further proceed-
ings under the quorum call be dispensed

with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. EKEFAUVER. Mr. President,
many of us feel very deeply and sincerely
about the subject we are discussing. I
am sure that none of us who are opposed
to the bill have questioned the motives
or the integrity or the good will of any
Member of the Senate or of the Con-
gress; and certainly I do not.

In asking for live quorums and in ob-
jecting to committees meeting while the
Senate is in session, it has not been done
for the purpose of inconveniencing any
Senator or any committee; but it is very
difficult, and not very useful, to talk
about an important subject of this kind
when almost no Senators are present to
listen.

This is a very important matter, one
which can and will greatly affect the for-
eign relations of the United States.
The proposal gives us an opportunity to
get into closer communication with peo-
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ple all over the world. It will bring into
operation a remarkable new kind of
communication, in which the peoples of
the world can be closer to one another,
in which there can be an understanding
on the part of the people of one nation
of the problems of the people of another
nation. All this is important in the in-
terest of peace. It is important in the
interest of freedom.

So what we do in connection with this
bill will have a very great impact upon
that which all of us who are peace-loving
want—understanding, communication,
knowledge of one another, in the inter-
est of that which we all pray for and
dream of—peace and good will.

This issue is of great importance do-
mestically, as I shall point out in this
and other speeches I shall make on the
subject, and as will be pointed out in
speeches which other Members of the
Senate will make.

The bill before the Senate does not
follow the guidelines or purposes set
forth by the President of the United
States when he asked for consideration
of the problem. The bill would create a
private monopoly and would carve out
from the antitrust laws an exception to
the antitrust laws—the first time I know
of in the history of our Nation that a
monopoly has been carved out of the
antitrust laws, at a time when we are
trying to provide better enforcement and
more protection by virtue of our anti-
trust laws.

The public interest would not be pro-
tected by the pending bill. The sup-
pliers of the hardware needed are not
protected. It violates the historic prin-
ciples laid down in connection with
communications since the beginning of
this Nation, namely, that one form of
communication shall not be entitled to
own, control, or operate a competing
form of communication.

That principle has been established as
a result of debates over a period of many
years in the Congress of the United
States. It is the American principle
that has encouraged the development of
competing forms of transportation. We
do not allow the railroads to own the air-
lines, in view of what the railroads, with
all their good intentions, would do about
airlines. Of course, they would mnot
develop them. We do not allow the rail-
roads or the airlines to own shipping on
the rivers and canals of the Nation.
And so on down the line.

I do not want to hurt the feelings of
anyone, but this proposal is the most
extraordinary giveaway of a great asset
of the Nation that I have ever known in
the history of our country. The Gov-
ernment of the United States—the tax-
payers, if you please—has spent many
hundreds of millions of dollars in re-
search on space satellite communica-
tions in which at least 90 percent of the
research and development has been done
by the Government, to say nothing of the
billions of dollars we have spent in re-
search and development in building mis-
siles, rockets, and carriers which are
necessary to place a space communica-
tions satellite in orbit. It is proposed to
give the benefits of this research away
completely to a private corporation for
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profit, which will be dominated by the
American Telephone & Telegraph Co.,
as I shall develop in my speech.

The taxpayers get nothing in return
The people who have made this research
and development possible are the tax-
payers of the entire Nation. They will
get nothing in return for the investment
they have made.

The pending proposal does not give us
the best chance of having the best satel-
lite communications system in the
shortest length of time.

It is my opinion—and it will be de-
veloped in various speeches—that in
pursuing the course we are pursuing, or
are planning to pursue, if this bill is
passed, we shall be far behind other na-
tions in the development of a communi-
cations satellite system. We shall not
have the kind of organization that can
negotiate. We shall have an obsolete
one that will not give us, as a Nation,
leadership in this field, in which we have
spent so much time, money, and energy.

The whole purport of the bill involves
a gift to the corporation, without the
corporation’s giving anything back to the
Government. The President is required
to advise, to give this or to give that; but
there is no reciprocation, no giving back.

NASA is required to do certain things
for the corporation; but the corporation
is required to do nothing for NASA.

The State Department is required, if
it is called upon by the corporation, to
negotiate and to arrange international
agreements; but there is no reciproca-
tion on the part of the corporation to do
anything for the State Department.

To my knowledge, this is the first time
that this great American Republic has
delegated its sovereignty to a private
corporation for the purpose of making
treaties and executive agreements which
of necessity must arise as a result of any
successful international communications
satellite system.

Furthermore, the bill is an affront, and
will plague us the rest of our days in the
United Nations and other forums of pub-
lic opinion which are so important in the
interest of peace and understanding.

I know it is not easy to oppose the bill.
I know the lobbying which has been and
is being carried on for its passage. I
know the high standing of the repre-
sentatives of the communications
carriers, particularly of A'T. & T., in the
various States and sections throughout
the country. These people are inter-
ested. They are good people. I do not
blame them for being interested. But
they are effective in getting over their
point of view.

Furthermore, in the Government of
the United States they have been effec-
tive in presenting the viewpoint of pri-
vate monopoly communications carriers
and of derogating even the Syncom sys-
tem, which of course will be the ultimate
successful satellite communications sys-
tem. They are even derogatory of the
Advent system, on which the Signal
Corps of the Army was working. That
program has had to be reappraised.
AT. & T. played a part in the success of
getting a substantial part of the Advent
program taken from the Army and given
to the Air Force. If any Senator wishes
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to ask questions on that subject, I am in
a position to substantiate the statement,
although we might need an executive
session in order to see some secret docu-
ments with which I am familiar.

On July 24, 1961, President Kennedy
issued a statement on communication
satellite policy. Recognizing that sci-
ence and technology had progressed to
such a degree that communications
through the use of space satellites had
become possible, he expressed the belief
that the United States should exercise
leadership in developing a system for the
benefit of the entire world.

For the information of the Senate, I
refer to the place where this documen-
tation can be found. It is, of course,
in the CoNGrRESSIONAL REcorD. It is also
to be found in the very excellent hear-
ings conducted by the Subcommittee on
Monopoly of the Select Committee on
Small Business, under the chairman-
ship of the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
Lowel], beginning on page 16 of the
hearings.

Mr. President, I do not know where all
the copies of the printed hearings on the
bill are. Hearings have been held be-
fore the Committee on Aeronautical and
Space Sciences, before the Committee on
Commerce, before the Subcommittee on
Monopoly of the Select Committee on
Small Business under the chairmanship
of the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
Lowc]l, and before the Antitrust and
Monopoly Subcommittee; but copies of
all those hearings do not seem to be on
the desks of Senators. I had hoped that
they might be made available for refer-
ence by Senators.

On page 16 of the hearings before the
Subcommittee on Monopoly the guide-
lines sent to the Congress by the Presi-
dent begin.

I hope that Members of the Senate,
the interested public, the excellent re-
porters and ladies and gentlemen of the
press, radio, and television will read the
speech made by the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. Lowe]. It is a most
thorough discussion of the entire prob-
lem, based upon wide knowledge, re-
search, and study, logically and cou-
rageously presented. If any Senator
wishes to learn of the public interest in
this issue, to learn what ought to be
done in the interest of the Nation, I
recommend that he read the speech by
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Long],
which began last Friday and continued
on Monday, yesterday, and part of today.

Incidentally, I do not know whether
the control of the lines has something
to do with the problem, or exactly what
is the situation, but one trouble we have
experienced is that it has been almost
impossible to obtain any diagnosis and
information as to the ill effects of the
proposed giveaway—the derogation of
our position as a nation—into the news
media of the country, with some very
fine exceptions, I am happy to say.

This question is complicated. It is in-
volved. It is important. It needs to be
thoroughly restudied and understood by
the people of our Nation. I have not the
slightest doubt that, if the people of the
Nation can obfain the full facts about
what the proposal means, almost with
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unanimity they will rise in protest
against the monstrous bill before the
Senate at the present time.

Hearings were held before the Sub-
committee on Antitrust and Monopoly.
Many important facts were brought out,
particularly in the antitrust and monop-
oly field, with respect to how little man-
ufacturers would have difficulty getting
business, with respect to how an excep-
tion to the antitrust laws would be
carved out, and with respect to the vio-
lation of many important principles of
government which have been established
over the years; yet in many newspapers
not one word appeared about what many
of us thought to be very important
hearings.

Somehow or other, when Mr. Dingman
or someone else from A.T. & T. testified,
usually there was a great deal of cover-
age, and a great deal of news in various
media about what he had to say.

Mr. President, we need time. This will
be a difficult job. I am thoroughly con-
vinced, however, that by debating this
question fully we shall be helping the
public interest and doing something for
the good of the people.

The President, in his message to the
Congress, pointed out that additional re-
sources would have to be devoted to the
task and that a coordinated national
policy should guide the use of these re-
sources in the public interest.

All the nations of the world were in-
vited to participate in the development
and establishment of an operational
satellite communications system in the
interest of world peace and closer
brotherhood among the peoples through-
out the world.

This was President Kennedy's message.
It has met with a favorable response
among the people of many nations of the
world.

Having stated these principles, the
President said that private ownership
and operation of the U.S. portion of the
system was favored, provided certain
policy requirements could be met. Those
requirements were as follows:

First. New and expanded international
communications services be made avail-
able at the earliest practicable date;

Second. Make the system global in
coverage so as to provide efficient com-
munication service throughout the whole
world as soon as technically feasible, in-
cluding service where individual portions
of the coverage are not profitable;

Third. Provide opportunities for for-
eign participation through ownership or
otherwise, in the communications satel-
lite system;

Fourth. Nondiscriminatory use of and
equitable access to the system by present
and future authorized communications
carriers;

Fifth. Effective competition, such as
competitive bidding, in the acquisition
of equipment used in the system;

Sixth. Structure of ownership or con-
trol which will assure maximum possible
competition;

Seventh, Full compliance with anti-
trust legislation and with the regulatory
controls of the Government;

Eighth. Development of an econom-
ical system, the benefits of which will
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be reflected in oversea communication
rates.

The bill which has been reported out
by the Commerce Committee, H.R. 11040,
provides for private ownership of the
U.S. portion of the global satellite com-
munications system, but fails in many
ways to meet the policy requirements
established by the President for such
private ownership. The bill provides for
the creation of a private corporation
which would not be an agency of the
U.S. Government to own and operate
our portion of the satellite communica-
tions system. This corporation would
be a governmentally ereated private mo-
nopoly. In the field of communications
via satellites, both domestic and inter-
national, this corporation would be with-
out competitors, for economic and tech-
nical factors indicate that only one or
a limited number of satellite systems can
lt:e established within the foreseeable fu-

ure.
NO TRULY GLOBAL SYSTEM

An analysis of the bill before us would
show that it cannot insure that the
new and expanded communications serv-
ices for domestic and international use
will be made available at the earliest
possible date. The plan of private own-
ership as set out in this bill cannot in-
sure that an operational satellite system
providing truly global coverage will be
put into operation as soon as technically
feasible. Without this assurance we can-
not depend on having efficient commu-
nications service throughout the world,
especially in areas where coverage will
not be profitable.

The provisions of the bill which are
intended to insure nondiscriminatory use
of, and equitable access to, the satellite
communications system by present and
future authorized carriers are inade-
quate. Also weak and inadequate are
the provisions dealing with the problem
of maintaining effective competition in
the acquisition of equipment to be used
by the satellite corporation.

NONEXISTENT COMPETITION

One of the most important policy re-
quirements of the President was that the
structure of ownership or control of any
private organization formed to operate
our satellite communications system
should be one that would insure maxi-
mum possible competition. The im-
portance of such a requirement is ob-
vious, particularly when we look at the
existing high degree of concentration
and the absence of any significant ele-
ment of competition in the communiea-
tions industry today. The revolutionary
development of satellite communications
affords us the opportunity to bring new
competitive factors into play in the
communications industry. The advent
of space satellite communications has
given us a chance to strengthen the mar-
ket forces which are the basis of our
competitive system of free enterprise.

We have at this time the opportunity
to prevent further growth of private
monopoly power which is so inimical to
our capitalistic system. But H.R. 11040,
the bill we are now considering will not
create a structure of ownership or con-
trol that will assure the maximum pos-
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sible competition. In fact, instead of
bringing about the maximum amount of
competition, this bill would go to the
other extreme and create a private
monopoly, and turn over the ownership
of that private monopoly in large meas-
ure to companies that should be expected
to compete with each other. In addi-
tion, some of the owners, the communi-
cations common carriers, are in the
communications business already and
have many millions of dollars, hundreds
of millions, in fact, invested in facilities,
such as cables under the ocean or radio
transmitters and receivers that send
transoceanic messages, which would be
made obsolete through the early develop-
ment and full utilization of a satellite
communications system.

ANOTHER EXEMPTION FROM ANTITRUST LAWS

Full compliance with the antitrust
laws was a further requirement stated by
the President.

The President has always been in favor
of the antitrust laws. He wanted the
antitrust laws to be applicable to the
proposed satellite and space communica-
tion system. The bill would create an
exception to the antitrust laws.

As I pointed out a little while ago, the
bill would definitely allow communica-
tion carriers to do things which they
otherwise could not do because of the
antitrust laws. If they did them with-
out the authorization of such a bill, they
would be violating the Sherman Act.
They would be violating other antitrust
laws. There is no doubt in my mind
that they would be convicted. Our laws
simply do not allow a consortium such
as the one the bill proposes. The com-
panies would work together not only for
the purpose of doing a specific act, but
they would be in the position of being
forced together. They would be in a
position to talk things over, and thus
violate the antitrust laws and even other
laws.

It is unthinkable to me that the Con-
gress and our Government generally,
which takes such pride in the antitrust
laws, and which we know are the
guardians of our free competitive enter-
prises system, would by its own action
make possible the doing of something
which in and of itself would be a viola-
tion of the antitrust laws. It would
carve itself out an exception. How can
we expect a great deal of respect for the
antitrust laws, and compliance with
them, if we take the lead in writing ex-
ceptions such as the one proposed?

Only if Congress creates this exemp-
tion will it be possible for the competing
firms to join together in this proposed
joint venture to own the private satellite
corporation. It would require a peculiar
kind of logic to be able to argue that
something which requires exemption
from the antitrust laws for its very ex-
istence can nonetheless represent full
compliance with the same antitrust laws.
It is inconsistent with the principles of
our antitrust laws to allow competitors
and suppliers to own the company with
which they must compete and which
they must supply.

I am sorry that none of the spokes-
men who support the bill are here. I
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would think that the chairman of the
subcommittee and others who are inter-
ested in the bill would wish to hear the
arguments against it and be present to
support the bill, but apparently they feel
so sure of their position that they do
not care to come to the Chamber. Per-
haps they may be present later.

It has been argued by spokesmen who
support this bill that it is necessary to
allow the communications carriers to
participate in ownership of the satellite
corporation. Our common objective,
agreed on by everyone, is the earliest pos-
sible establishment of a workable satel-
lite communications system. The com-
mon carriers have technical knowledge
which will be valuable in reaching this
objective, but from these two separate
facts it does not follow that the only way
to enlist the technical skills and know-
how for use in development of an opera-
tional system is by allowing the owners of
those skills to own the private corpora-
tion. Any argument that a failure to
allow such participation in ownership by
the carriers will retard the development
of the system is a serious accusation
against the carriers, the manufacturing
and supplying corporations, and the in-
dividuals who possess the technical
knowledge. I would not make such an
argument nor would I support such an
accusation. By the same token, I cannot
believe that those who favor this bill ac-
tually have so little faith in our Nation
that they can take their own argument
seriously. The necessary skills and tech-
nology currently in possession of the
communications industry could readily
be made available to any agency orga-
nized, created, or designated by the Con-
gress to be responsible for the establish-
ment of a satellite communications
system.

Mr. President, it is really not the com-
panies who are making the argument
that their skills will not be available
unless they have a private monopoly.
They do not do this themselves. They
are doing themselves very proud, I am
glad to say, and they have a better rec-
ord than that. We did a good job in
developing atomic energy by our Gov-
ernment. It was a remarkable achieve-
ment. The way we did it was that con-
tracts for different specific operations
were given to private corporations, such
as Union Carbide, Eastman Kodak, and
many others. Their technicians did a
magnificent job under contract with the
Atomic Energy Commission. The only
thing that the Manhattan project did,
which was the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion, was in the main, at least, to co-
ordinate the efforts of the various con-
tractors.

A great many corporations, including
the Hughes Aircraft, RCA, Bendix,
Philco, and many others have been doing
a fine job under contract with the Gov-
ernment in connection with the com-
munications satellite. There are small
companies also, like Sjeldahl. A.T. & T.
bid on the so-called Relay project to
do the job as a contractor. I am sure,
had it been the successful bidder it would
have put its best scientists and techni-
cians on the work. It would have done
a, good job. The Government decided
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to give that particular contract to RCA.
RC:: has been doing a very good job
on it.

It is not fair to the companies—and
the people of the United States know
better—to fall for the argument that be-
cause a company cannot have a monop-
oly in doing something and reap profits
out of it, it will not put its best skilled
men to work on it, and put forth its best
energy and skill in doing the job for the
Government of the United States.

There is nothing to prevent the appro-
priately selected organization from con-
tracting with the carriers, the equipment
manufacturers, or the individuals who
are needed to make the program a
success.

The U.S. communication satellite pro-
gram got off to a bad start. When the
possibility of a space communication
satellite occurred, the Government, in
January 1961, decided that the best way
to organize plans for the control and
ownership and development of the satel-
lite communications system was to have
the communication carriers themselves
decide on the plan and the program.
This is exactly like having the foxes take
care of the henhouse, as the Senator
‘Iirom Louisiana pointed out the other

ay.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Madam
President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
NEuBERGER in the chair). Does the
Senator yield to the Senator from
Louisiana?

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am happy to
yield to the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana. I wish he could have been
present earlier to hear me commend his
outstanding speech.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, I thank the
Senator. I will read the speech of the
Senator in the Recorp. I know that the
Senator from Tennessee, who is chair-
man of the Antimonopoly Subcommit-
tee of the Committee on the Judiciary, is
very much concerned about this subject
as a monopoly problem. It is somewhat
amusing, when the Federal Government
undertook to determine what should be
done with this fantastic new develop-
ment, which will have a million-dollar
impact annually upon the economy of
the United States, that it should ask the
so-called international communications
carriers to present a plan as to how the
program should be carried out. It would
be in violation of the antitrust laws for
the various interests to even get together
in a room to talk about anything of
mutual interest among them unless they
first asked the consent of the Justice
Department. So the consent of the Jus-
tice Department was obtained. Other-
wise it would have been in violation of
the law for them even to get together in
a room. They did get together. They
got together to see what should be done.
When they were all through, to whom
did they say it should be given? They
said, “Give it to us.”

As the Senator from Tennessee has
said, it is like putting the foxes in charge
of the henhouse. Their recommenda-
tion was, “Give it to us; to nobody else.”

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is where we
got off to & bad start. It is like saying
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to the railroads, when the airplanes first
came into being: “What should we do
about airplane development? We will
appoint an ad hoc committee, and we
will let you, the railroads, decide who is
going to own and operate the airplanes.”

In other words, we would let the rail-
roads decide what limits should be estab-
lished in connection with the airplane
industry.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The same
thing could have been done with refer-
ence to bus transportation. We could
have let the railroads appoint an ad hoc
committee to decide who should own the
buses, They would have gotten together
and then come forth with the answer:
“We will own the buses. That is our
recommendation. We will own the
buses, and no one else.”

The same thing could have been true
with respect to the trucking lines, as to
who should own the trucking lines. The
railroads could have said: “Give them to
us, and nobody else. We will own the
trucking lines.”

They would have recommended what
has been the recommendation in this
case. They would have recommended
that they join in a consortium.

Mr. KEEFAUVER. In the same way
the development of our intercoastal
canal could have been decided. An ad
hoc committee could have been appoint-
ed, consisting of the railroads and air-
lines and buses, to decide how the canal
should be operated.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The same
system could have been followed in con-
nection with the building of the St. Law-
rence Seaway. The ad hoc committee
no doubt would have said: “Do not build
it in international waters, because Can-
ada will have some voice in it. Let us
build it up the Hudson River and give
us ownership of the locks and everything
else. Give it to us.”

The Senator from Tennessee certainly
can recognize a confiict of interest here,
can he not? -

Mr. KEFAUVER. It started out with
a conflict of interest. The parties start-
ed by doing what otherwise would have
been in direct violation of the law. They
could not even have gotten together in
the first place if they had not obtained
an exemption or waiver from the Depart-
ment of Justice.

It is the most outrageous, ridiculous
approach to a great problem that I have
ever heard of. I know of no parallel in
American history in which people were
picked by the Government to protect
their own property, people who want to
have this great asset themselves and de-
cide who shall own it and operate it.

The Federal Communications Com-
mission could have answered the ques-
tion without appointing a committee to
do so. Their candid answer would have
been, “Give it to us.” That is what the
bill would do. Anyway, that is how the
program got off to a bad start. Un-
doubtedly, with the ad hoc report by the
people who wanted to benefit from the
program, saying, “Give it to us,” they
talked with officials in NASA and other
agencies. In the other agencies there
were persons who had been with or were
on loan from the very beneficiaries, the
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companies who were joining in urging,
“Give it to us.”

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. Does not the
Senator know that after the proposed
plan was made, the representatives of the
Bell Telephone System, which is, of

_course, American Telephone & Tele-

graph Co., then proceeded to look up the
people who might have some influence,
and tried to persuade them to accept the
plan proposed by the ad hoc committee,
and that the Federal Communications
Commission actually did its best to try
to have that plan adopted?

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; that is so.
They did not get away with their plan.
The ad hoec committee wanted the whole
thing. They did not want the pub-
lic to have a share of stock. They per-
suaded the Federal Communications
Commission—and it was not hard to
persuade the Commission, because the
carriers have always had great influence
with the Commission—to take that posi-
tion, and that was the position of the
FCC.

They said, in effect, “Give it all to us,
even though we do not think it is really
revolutionary.”

They tried to belittle the effectiveness
of and the great good which could come
from the proposal. That is how the ad-
ministration got off on the wrong foot.
That is the reason why the bill ought to
be sent back to committee and put over
until the next Congress. The people will
then be able to know what is happening.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is not this
situation comparable with the analogy
which a former Democratic standard
bearer, Adlai Stevenson, made concern-
ing the Taft-Hartley Act? He said that
act had been amended a number of
times. Its own sponsor has recom-
mended 25 amendments. Mr. Stevenson
said that if a person had a tire which
had had 50 punctures in it, rather than
to repair the tire again, the owner would
probably get another tire.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I agree. In my
opinion, there is no way to put the bill
in such shape as to assure the protec-
tion of the public interest.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Many of
those who support the bill insisted upon
amendments which tended to go in the
right direction, but the amendments
were not supported by the American
Telephone & Telegraph Co. On that
basis, they point out their great inde-
pendence in acting on the bill. But is
it not really true that the amendments
to the bill, while they might tend to miti-
gate somewhat the faulty nature of the
proposal, failed to remove its basic de-
fects?

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator is
entirely correct. In that connection,
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Pastorgl, the chairman of the subcom-
mittee, was most generous in allowing
the Senator from Louisiana and me to
testify at length before the Committee
on Commerce. He afforded us an op-
portunity to present several suggested
amendments which we desired to pro-
pose. Some of them have been accepted,
but they do not remove the great basic
difficulty in the bill.

Also, while the bill has been improved
in some respects, it has also been made
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worse in committee in other respects.
AT. & T. is now in a position to own 50
percent of the stock, or up to 100 percent
of the stock set aside, for the carriers.
In a previous bill, they were limited, as I
recall, to 25 percent. So while there has
been some improvement, there has also
been some derogation in favor of greater
dominance by the big carriers, especially
ASTE D,

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank the
Senator from Tennessee for yielding.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I appreciate the
observations of the Senator from Loui-
siana.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Madam Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Tennessee
yield?

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Texas.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I commend the
distinguished Senator from Tennessee
for the notable work he has been doing
to inform the Senate and the country
of the great detriment to the country
whiech would result from enactment of
the bill in its present form. As chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Antitrust
and Monopoly, the Senator from Ten-
nessee held informative hearings. Then
he testified day after day before the
Committee on Commerce, which held
hearings on the communications satel-
lite bill. The Senator from Tennessee
has made a notable contribution in the
Senate and before the committees. I ex-
press my commendation of his vigor.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I appreciate the
statement of the Senator from Texas.
It has been a great encouragement to
all of us to observe the great amount of
attention which the Senator from Texas
has given to this important problem. In
this matter, as he does in so many others
which I could enumerate, he works
courageously and ever diligently for the
public interest. He attended the meet-
ings of the Committee on Commerce at
all times and was instrumental in mak-
ing certain that the committee held full
and complete hearings. He presented
many amendments, some of which were
adopted, which improved the hbill.

The distinguished Senator from Texas
and the distinguished Senator from
Alaska [Mr, BarTLETT] wWrote pertinent
minority views, urging rejection of the
bill. Their views are contained in the
report of the commitiee. I congratulate
the Senators upon them.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I thank the
distinguished Senator from Tennessee.
I further commend him for the affirma-
tive proposal which he has introduced
in the Senate. His has not been merely
a negative view, seeking to oppose a bill
which is pending. himself has pend-
ing affirmative proposed legislation, and
he is the principal sponsor of an amend-
ment to the pending bill, that being the
amendment designated “6-15-62-H,” to
call upon the Satellite Communications
Authority to act to create a Govern-
ment-owned corporation and to keep the
rates at a level which will be in the pub-
lic interest. So the Senator from Ten-
nessee has not merely followed a course
of negation; he has followed an affirma-
tive course, a course which seeks to do
something for the benefit of the coun-
try, something which will be workable
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and practicable and will result in great
benefit to all the people of the Nation.
I congratulate him upon the positive,
affirmative approach he has taken.

Mr. KEFAUVER. The feeling of the
Senator from Texas is greatly appreci-
ated. I know it will be given careful
attention in the Senate and throughout
the country.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I thank the
distinguished Senator from Tennessee.

AWARD OF PROJECT MOHOLE
CONTRACT

Mr. KUCHEL. Madam President, on
March 30, 1962, I requested the Comp-
troller General of the United States to
investigate the procedures followed by
the National Science Foundation in its
award of a contract for phase II of Proj-
ect Mohole to the firm of Brown & Root,
Ine., of Houston, Tex. On June 18, 1962,
the Comptroller General submitted to
me an 8-page report on this matter.

In this report the Comptroller General
summarized the procedures followed by
the National Science Foundation in mak-
ing this procurement. He noted that the
NSF has tentatively agreed to award
Brown & Root a fixed fee contract of
$1.8 million, based on a project duration
of about 5 years and ultimate project
costs of $43.6 million.

The Comptroller General expressed
doubt that “meaningful estimates of
costs could have been developed for a
research project such as Mohole.” He
did note, however, that the final com-
peting groups were asked in January
1962, by the NSF, “to estimate the cost
and time required to carry the project
through the initial penetration of the
mantle beneath the earth's crust.”

I found it revealing that Global-Aero-
jet-Shell Marine Co., a joint venture,
estimated a cost of $23 million and a time
requirement of 33-45 months. Brown
& Root estimated $35 million and 5 years,
while Socony Mobil estimated $44 mil-
lion and about 5 years. As I noted
earlier, the apparent award cost and time
will be that proposed by Socony Mobil,
although the award will go to Brown
& Root.

In the Comptroller General’s report, I
found especially interesting the descrip-
tion of the contractor selection proce-
dures which were used by the NSF in
making this award. Generally, five
broad categories of criteria for the
evaluation of the various proposals were
approved by the Director of the NSF.
These criteria and their subfactors had
various weights and points. The least
weight, 8 percent, was given to the
“financial capability” of the firm; an-
other 8 percent was assigned to “com-
prehension and soundness of approach™;
then 14 percent to “suppert facilities
available or readily obtainable; 31 per-
cent was assigned to “technical and
scientific experience and capability.”
However, the greatest emphasis, 39 per-
cent, was given to “management and
policy considerations.”

Despite this emphasis on “policy” con-
siderations, a preliminary evaluation
panel consisting of six program and
administrative staff members of the
Foundation ranked Brown & Root fifth
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out of 11 responsive proposals. This
panel stated that the proposal of Socony
Mobil was “in & class by itself—outstand-
ing as to every important aspect.” The
panel noted that the Global-Aerojet-
Shell proposal was in a strong second
position; but, according to the Comp-
troller General, the panel “found no ap-
parent clear-cut order” below these two
proposals.

The NSF Director next appointed a re-
view panel of four senior NSF officials
“to make a further evaluation and review
the work of the preliminary evaluation
panel.” The Socony Mobil proposal was
again found to be the best of those re-
ceived. According to the Comptroller
General, the two panels in a joint re-
port “unanimously selected the proposal
of Socony Mobil as their first choice and
agreed that the proposals of Brown &
Root, General Electrie, Global-Aerojet-
Shell, and Zapata—Off-Shore Co.—stood
out over the others.”

In December 1961, these five organi-
zations had individual conferences with
NSF officials. A reevaluation took place;
and Global-Aerojet-Shell now scored
first, with 968; Socony Mobil was second,
with 964. Much further down the list
was Brown & Root, with 899; followed
by Zapata Off-Shore Co., with 890; and
the General Electric Co., with 846. Al-
though only 9 points separated Zapata
from Brown & Root, the latter re-
mained in the competition, while Zapata
and GE were dropped.

The preliminary evaluation panel
recommended that the three remaining
organizations be visited in order “to ob-
tain additional information for making
a final evaluation.” Following these
visits, the two panels, in another joint
report, stated that all three organiza-
tions were competent to complete effec-
tively the Mohole project. According
to the Comptroller General, these
panels “made no recommendation as to
the one which should be selected, because
of the panels’ inability to reconcile com-
pletely the varying views of the individ-
ual panel members.”

Both “competence” and “policy” fac-
tors were among the criteria. But it
was noted that the panel was “equally
divided between the selection of Brown
& Root and one of the oil companies,
with Global-Aerojet-Shell favored if an
oil company was to be selected.”

The Director of the National Science
Foundation, under the authority dele-
gated to him by the NSF Board, awarded
the contract to Brown & Roof, Inc.
The Comptroller General states that the
NSF was “within its statutory authority
in awarding the contract by negotiation
rather than by competitive bidding under
formal advertising procedures.”

While noting that the “eriteria and
weights are basically sound and proper
for application in a procurement of this
nature,” the Comptroller General makes
it clear that “because of the scientific,
technical, and engineering judgments
necessarily involved in such applica-
tion—he was—unable to state whether
the criteria were adequately applied in
evaluating the proposals."”

Referring specifically to various “pol-
icy” factors “which were not included
in the point evaluation but were consid-
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ered in the final evaluation,” the Comp-
froller General noted that while they
were proper, “the records are not as clear
as might be desired on this point.” He
added that “it would appear that any ad-
vantage Global-Aerojet-Shell and So-
cony Mobil may have held over Brown &
Root in the factors previously considered
in the point evaluation was offset by
policy determinations favoring Brown &
Root.”

The Comptroller General stafed that
both the panels and the Director consid-
ered policy factors in considerable de-
tail, but that “in the absence of evidence
that such determinations were arbitrary
or capricious, this Office—of Comptroller
General of the United States—will not
attempt to substitute its judegment for
that of the confracting agency.”

I do not quarrel with that, Madam
President.

So far as the Comptroller General is
concerned, this case, which began when
the NSF arbitrarily denied the press
access to the records of the Mohole
award, is closed. I am grateful for the
scrutiny the Comptroller General gave
this matter. I am disappointed, how-
ever, that he did not see fit to recom-
mend legislation which would clarify
the requirements which should be fol-
lowed in open-end awards of this type.
I do believe that the executive branch,
the responsible congressional commit-
tees, and all of us who are charged with
the care of the taxpayers’ dollar, have a
solemn obligation to further examine
similar situations.

I do not know whether the public in-
terest is served in the award of this con-
tract. I hope it is. I do know that the
Comptroller General portrays a history
of this transaction that is difficult for
me to understand.

My concern in this governmental con-
tract, as in every governmental fransac-
tion, is the protection of the interest of
the American people. In an award, the
lowest responsible bidder should prevail.
Of course, there is the important ele-
ment of judement by the public servant
involved in the award. But when so-
called “policy considerations” overfurn
what appear to be unassailable facts on
who can do the job the cheapest, those
“policy considerations’ ought to be fully
and completely disclosed. And except
where the national security is a factor,
the public’s business ought always to be
performed in full public view.

I am not prepared to accept the Comp-
troller Geeneral’s conclusion that in the
field of the National Science Founda-
tion's procurement policy, no legislative
changes are indicated. This problem, in
my view, requires considerable careful
study by the Congress, and particularly
by the Senate Committees on Govern-
ment Operations and Labor and Public
Welfare, which have jurisdiction over the
work of the National Science Founda-
tion. We seek to serve the public in-
terest, not the interests of the selfish
few, no matter how politically powerful
they may appear to be.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed at this point in
the REcorp the text of the June 18 letter
from the Comptroller General to me;
the text of my letter in regard to this
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matter, dated March 20, and addressed to
the Director of the National Science
Foundation; the text of my March 30
letter to the Comptroller General; as
well as newspaper articles on this mat-
ter from the March 18, March 22, April
1, April 3, May 11, and May 18 issues of
the Los Angeles Times:.

There being no objection, the letters
and the articles were ordered to be print-
ed in the REcorp, as follows:

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE
UNITED STATES,
Washington, June 18, 1962.
Hon. TROMAS H. KUCHEL,
U.S. Senate.

DeAr SENATOR EKUcHEL: Pursuant to your
request dated March 30, 1862, we have re-
viewed the award of letter contract NSF-
C260 to Brown & Root, Inc., by the Na-
tional Science Foundation for phase II of
the deep crustal studies of the earth—com-
monly referred to as the Mohole project.
You requested our opinion as to what Fed-
eral statutes governed the award of the
contract; whether the statutes were followed;
and since there was no competitive bidding,
what recommendations, if any, we could
suggest for improvements to the law which
would serve the public interest more effi-
ciently. You also requested our views relat-
ing to the administrative procedures fol-
lowed by the National Science Foundation
in the award of the contract, including the
soundness of the qualitative standards used
and whether such standards were adhered
to in light of the award.

Our comments and conclusions relating to
these matters follow:

Letter contract: The letter contract be-
tween the National Science Foundation and
Brown & Root, Inc., dated March 16, 1962,
is an agreement to negotiate a definitive
cost-plus-a-fixed-fee contract for the fur-
nishing of the services, material, facilities,
and all work necessary for the drilling, sam-
pling, and logging of a hole through the
crust of the earth. The contract provides
for Brown & Root to proceed immediately
with the preparation of an engineering plan,
detailed cost estimates, and recommenda-
tlons relating to the various scientific and
engineering aspects of the project. The con-
tract further provides for the execution of
a definitive contract by June 20, 1962, at
which time the letter contract will terminate,
unless extended by the foundation. Ex-
penditures or obligations of Brown & Root
under the letter contract are limited to $1.2
million, except that the limitation may be
increased by the foundation upon request
by the contractor.

We were informed by contract officials of
the foundation that negotiations with Brown
& Root were proceeding toward the award
of a definitive contract and that the nego-
tiations have resulted In a tentative under-
standing for a fixed fee of $1.8 million based
on a project duration of about 5 years and
ultimate project costs of about $43.6 mil-
Hon.

Contracting authority: The letter contract
was made pursuant to authority contained
in the National Science Foundation Act of
1850, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1861-1881).
Section 3 of the act authorizes and directs
the Foundation, among other things, “to
initiate and support basic scientific research
and programs to strengthen sclentific re-
search potential in the mathematical, physi-
cal, medical, biological, engineering, and
other sciences, by making contracts * * *
to support such sclentific activities * * *
Section 11 of the act further authorizes the
Foundation, within the limitations of avail-
able appropriations, to do all things neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of the act,
including specifically the authority, when
deemed appropriate, to enter into contracts
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for carrying on hasic research activities
without legal consideration, performance or
other bonds, and formal advertising.

Contractor selection procedures: The se-
lection of the contractor began on July 27,
1961, when the Foundation issued an “Invi-
tatlon To Bubmit Proposal for Phase II of
Mohole Project.” The invitation requested
that prospective contractors submit pro-
posals for the management of the entire
project including the providing of necessary
services, facilities, material, and equipment.
The invitation further stated that:

“Proposals will be evaluated on the basis
of engineering approach, skills, experience,
and your independent appralsals as to how
you would manage the entire program, * * *
Your submission showing your comprehen-
sion of and response to the problem, the
feasibility of your approach and your demon-
strated capabilities will be among the key
factors in selection of the prime contractor.”

In addition to the management proposal,
prospective contractors were requested to
submit supplemental information relating,
among other things, to their experience in
the field of experimental projects, the quali-
ficatlons of staff members that would be as-
slgned to the project, the organization's
experience in marine operations, the avail-
ability of facilities required for the project,
and the rate of fixed and overhead fees that
would be charged to the contract. Pros-
pective contractors were specifically advised,
however, that “cost estimates are not required
to be submitted in response to this invita-
tion.” We were informed by officials of the
Foundation that a research engineering and
development undertaking of the nature of
the Mohole project involves many engineer-
ing and scientific problems for which the
solutions are yet unknown and that deci-
sions relating to such things as the location
of the drilling site, type of drilling ship or
platform required, and design of drilling
equipment were not to be made until the
contractor had analyzed all research, devel-
opment, and sclentific data related to the
project, prepared an engineering plan, and
made related cost studies. For these rea-
sons, the Foundation believed that cost esti-
mates with the Initial proposals would not
be meaningful as a factor for evaluation of
the proposals.

Five broad categories of criteria for the
evaluation of proposals were approved by the
Director of the National Science Foundation
with weights and points assigned to each as
follows:

Weight | Points
Percent
1, Financial capability.... ... 8 80
2, Comprehension and dness
- Mul‘appn:im',l'}....;1....].l ......... 8 80
. Mansgement an con-
si.llm?nflnnn JEY 39 90
4, Bupport facilities available or
readily obtainable_____.__.___ 14 140
F. Technical and scientiflc experi-
ence and capability......._... 31 310
W 1T R SRS o T 100 1,000

Each of the five categories comprised two
or more subfactors which in the case of
categories 3, 4, and 5, were assigned in-
dividual weights and points. The welghing
of the criterla by the foundation placed pri-
mary emphasis on management and policy
considerations and on the technical and
sclentific experience and capability of the
organizations submitting proposals. The
management and policy considerations fac-
tor included as subfactors (1) the general
standing and reputation of top-level man-
agement within the Industry, (2) the
priority to be given the project within the
organization, (3) the demonstrated use of
sophisticated management techniques, and
(4) the grasp of organizational problems.
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The technical and scientific experience and
capability factor covered fields such as ship
construction and operations, geophysical in-
strumentation and exploration, design of
drilling equipment, and hardrock and off-
shore drilling.

A preliminary evaluation panel, consist-
ing of 6 programs and administrative staff
members of the foundation, was appointed
by the director to review and evaluate the
12 proposals received in response to the
foundation's invitation of July 27, 1961.
The panel, on the basis of its review and
evaluation of the 12 proposals using the
above criteria, rated the proposals in the
following order:

. Socony Mobil Oll CO e _ 936
. Global-Aerojet-Shell Marine Co. (a
Jjoint venture) ______
. Zapata Off-Shore Co.._
. General Electric Co._.-----
. Brown & Root, Inc_________
. University of California
. Melpar, Inc__.______
. Litten Systems, INCe v eccceen
. System Development Corp_____
. Battelle Memorial Institute
. National Engineering Sclence Co._-. 729
. John W. Mecom Co. and Levinson
Steel Co. (proposal not respon-
R ERS e S U B e e et BT S

In its evaluation report, the panel stated
that the proposal of Socony Mobil was in a
class by itself—outstanding as to every im-
portant aspect, and that the proposal of
Global-Aerojet-Shell was In a strong second
position. Below these two proposals, the
panel found no apparent clearcut order and
recommended that preliminary negotiations
toward award of a contract be started first
with Socony Mobil and, if unsuccessful, then
with Global-Aerojet-Shell. The panel also
recommended that, if one of the first two
organizations was not selected, the remain-
ing nine be further considered.

Following the preliminary evaluation, the
Director appointed a review panel of four
senior officials of the Foundation to make a
further evaluation and review the work of
the preliminary evaluation panel. The re-
view panel also found the Socony Mobil pro-
posal to be the best of the 12 proposals re-
ceived. In a joint report, the two panels
stated that they unanimously selected the
proposal of Socony Mobil as their first choice
and agreed that the proposals of Brown &
Root, General Electric, Global-Aerojet-Shell,
and Zapata stood out over the others. The
two panels recommended that further dis-
cussions be held with these five top-rated
organizations and that declination letters
be sent to the remaining seven.

In December 1961, the five top-rated or-
ganizations were requested to meet individu-
ally with the Foundation during the month
of January 1962 to discuss more fully their
proposals. The remaining seven organiza-
tions were notified that they were eliminated
from further consideration as a prime con-
tractor for the Mohole project. Following
the conferences with the five organizations,
the preliminary evaluation panel reevalu-
ated the proposals and gave them numerie-1
scores as follows:

el
NM-=HOOXIRMPRW -

Score
1. Global-Aerojet-Shell Marine Co. (a
joint venture) ... —ceeeomoeeo .
. Socony Mobil Ol Co..
. Brown & Root, Inc_____
. Zapata Off-Shore Co___
.. General Electric CO.uco_coooo oo o

The preliminary evaluation panel noted
that the Global-Aerojet-Shell and Socony
Mobil organizations, rating substantia'ly
higher than the other three, appeared about
equal in their general capability to under-
take the project and that the Brown & Root
organization, while not possessing as much
in-house capability in the necessary skills
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for the project as the two top-rated organi-
zat.ions, had an impressive record of major

undertakings, particularly ma-
rine engineering. The panel recommended
that Zapata and General Electric be elimi-
nated from further consideration and that
arrangements be made to visit the remaining
three organizations to obtain additional in-
formation for making a final evaluation.
The review panel, having participated in
the discussions with the five organizations
and having reviewed the preliminary evalua-
tion panel’s report, concurred in the recom-
mendations of the preliminary evaluation
panel.

After visits by three members of the two
panels to the offices of the three organiza-
tions remaining under consideration—Brown
& Root, Inc., Shell Oil Co., and Socony Mobil
0Oil Co—the panels met and made a final
evaluation. The panels, in a joint report,
stated that all three organizations were
“competent to effectively complete the Mo-
hole project” but made no recommendation
as to the one which should be selected be-
cause of the panels’ inability to reconcile
completely the varying views of the indi-
vidual panel members. The final evaluation
comprised an analysis of the information
considered pertinent to the selection of a
contractor as obtained from (1) the pre-
liminary evaluation of the organizations’
original proposals, (2) the meetings with the
organizations at the National Science Foun-
dation, (3) the visits to the offices of the or-
ganizations, and (4) discussions among re-
sponsible personnel of the Foundation, using
the following criteria:

Competence factors:

1. Ability to bring project to a successful
conclusion.

2. Overall management ability.

3. Engineering and operations know-how.

4, Marine design and engineering, and off-
shore drilling experience.

5. Research capability and attitude.

6. Comparative starting abilities.

7. Facility of dealing with the contractor
and monitoring contractor operations.

8. Cost considerations.

Policy factors:

1. Patent and data disclosure considera-
tions.

2. Size and economic impact of team.

3. International considerations.

4. Make or buy.

5. Petroleum producer versus engineer-
construction company.

6. Consequences of selection considera-
tions.

The report further stated that members of
the panels, weighing the competence and
policy factors in accordance with each mem-
ber's own views, were equally divided be-
tween the selection of Brown & Root and one
of the oil companies, with Global-Aerojet-
Shell favored if an oil company was to be
selected.

The record indicates that the Director
of the National Science Foundation, under
the authority delegated to him by the Na-
tional Science Board, awarded the contract
to Brown & Root, Inc., “as the best qualified,
based on (1) Brown & Root’s strong man-
agement capablilities, (2) demonstrated
capability In successfully completing com-
plex projects, (3) their experience in dealing
with the oil industry and other industries
with capabilities that could be used in
Mohole, (4) and the conclusion that the
plan it has presented for going ahead with
the work will give the Government the best
approach to achieve the scientific and engi-
neering goals.”

Cost considerations: As requested by the
Foundation in the proposal invitation, pro-
spective contractors limited the cost in-
formation submitted with their original
proposals to a general statement of policy
relating to the management fee and overhead
rates that would apply to the project. The
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proposal of Brown & Root provided for
overhead costs of between 3 and 5 percent
and a management fee on both prime and
subcontract costs. The proposals of Global-
Aerojet-8hell and Socony Mobil differed from
that of Brown & Root in that no overhead
surcharge would be added to subcontract
costs and no fee would be charged for man-
agement of the project.

During the course of discussions with
the organizations in January 1962, the Foun-
dation requested additional information re-
lating to their costing methods and types
of overhead which would be added to direct
costs. Also, the organizations were requested
to estimate the cost and time required to
carry the project through the initial pene-
tration of the mantle beneath the earth’s
crust. Global-Aerojet-Shell estimated a cost
of $23 million and a time requirement of
33-45 months, Brown & Root estimated $35
million and 5 years, and Socony Mobil esti-
mated $44 million and about 5 years. The
estimates were based on each organization’s
own concept of the project and on assump-
tions relating to such matters as site selec-
tion, type of vessel or platform to be utilized
in the drilling operation, and drilling tech-
niques.

The cost information—fees, overhead, and
costing methods—was not a major factor in
the Foundation's evaluation of the propo-
sals. The record indicates that the evalua-
tion panels weighed the relative advantages
of the no fee, no surcharge on subcontract
costs proposals of Global-Aerojet-Shell and
Socony Mobil against the fee, surcharge pro-
posal of Brown & Root but that they did not
indicate any preference between the three
proposals.

Conclusions: Since it is doubtful that
meaningful estimates of costs could
have been developed for a research project
such as Mohole, we do not believe that it
would have been practicable for the Founda-
tion to have followed competitive bidding
procedures, with award based upon consider-
ation of price as the major factor, The
Foundation therefore was clearly within its
statutory authority in awarding the contract
by negotiations rather than by competitive
bidding under formal advertising procedures.

Qur review of the evaluation criteria, re-
ports, and related analyses of the proposals
by the two evaluation panels in their first
and second evaluations of the proposals dis-
closed that the criteria and weights used by
the Foundation in determining the qualifica-
tions of bidders were comparable to those
used by other Government agencies (e.g.,
Army Ordinance Corps and the Atomic
Energy Commission) in selecting contractors
for research and development projects when
the primary emphasis is on the managerial
and technical qualifications of prospective
contractors. We belleve that such criteria
and welghts are basically sound and proper
for application in a procurement of this na-
ture. However, because of the scientific,
technical, and engineering judgments neces-
garily involved in such application, we are
unable to state whether the criteria were
adequately applied in evaluating the pro-
posals

With respect to those policy factors set
forth on page 6, which were not included
in the point evaluation but were considered
in the final evaluation, it would appear that
the questions presented by these factors
represent matters properly for consideration
under the circumstances involved in this pro-
curement. While the records are not as
clear as might be desired on this point, it
would appear that any advantage Global-
Aerojet-Shell and Socony Mobil may have
held over Brown & Root in the factors pre-
viously considered in the point evaluation
was offset by policy determinations favor-
ing Brown & Root. Policy determinations
necessarily involve questions of judgment
within the sound discretion of the con-
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tracting agency, and in the absence of evi- .
dence that such determinations. were
arbitrary or capricious, this office will not at-
tempt to substitute its judgment for that
of the contracting agency. Our review in-
dicates that the policy factors were consid-
ered in considerable detail by the panels in
their final evaluation, and that these factors
were also considered by the Director prior
to his determination to award the contract
to Brown & Root.

In view of the foregoing, we are unable to
canclude that the award to Brown & Root
was not in the public interest. Further, we
do not believe that our review has disclosed
evidence of abuse or misuse of the Founda-
tion's contracting authority which would
require or justify recommendations for
legislation placing additional requirements
or restrictions on the procurement functions
of the Foundation.

Sincerely yours,
JosEPH CAMPBELL,
Comptroller General of the United
States.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
March 20, 1962,

Dr. AraNn T. WATERMAN,

Director, National Science Foundation,

Washington, D.C.

DeAR DR. WATERMAN: I have read with
interest the story which appeared in the Los
Angeles Times on March 18, 1962, regarding
the announcement by the National Science
Foundation that a preliminary contract has
been signed for the second phase of Project
Mohole.

Project Mohole, which seeks to provide us
with vital new information about the struc-
ture of our planet, has held a particular
fascination for me. This project, which
began off the coast of California and whose
first phase was successfully completed by a
Los Angeles firm almost a year ago, will cer-
tainly be of great value in providing our
earth scientists with many new insights into
the nature of the earth. I shall watch the
development of the second phase for which
you have now announced the award of a
preliminary contract to Brown & Root, Inc,,
of Houston, Tex., with great interest.

I am deeply disturbed, however, by the
Foundation's refusal to divulge the cost
estimates supplied by the three finalists for
this contract. I am fully aware, as reported
by the Times, that other considerations be-
sides those of cost were paramount in your
final decision. However, since this is a non-
military project which I assume does not
involve our national security, I respectfully
request that you supply me with the actual
cost estimates furnished to you by the three
final competitors for the second phase of
Project Mohole, I would also be grateful to
know on what grounds this information has
been denied to the public through the press.

With kindest regards.

Sincerely yours,
TraoMAs H. KUucHEL,
U.S. Senator.
U.S. SBENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Marech 30, 1962,

Hon, JosEPH CAMPBELL,

Comptroller General of the United States,
General Accounting Office, Washington,
bD.C.

Dear Mg, CameBErn: I am most grateful
that you have arranged to have members of
your able staff inguire into the recent award
by the National Science Foundation for the
second phase of Project Mohaole.

After your scrutiny of this matter, I would
be pleased to have your opinion as to what
Federal statutes apply to the award of this
contract by the National Sclence Founda-
tion, and whether those statutes were
followed. Since there was no competitive
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bidding and since this contract will ap-
parently amount to somewhere between $356
and $50 million, your recommendations will
be welcome as to what, if any, improvements
in the law might be enacted to serve the
public interest more efficlently.

In addition, I should like to know your
views on whether the administrative pro-
cedure used by the National Science Foun-
dation in the award of this contract were
adequate to protect the public interest. For
example, were the qualitative standards de-
signed to pass judgment on the diverse pro-
posals submitted sound? Were these stand-
ards followed in light of the final award
made by the Foundation?

As I noted in a letter of March 20 to Dr.
Waterman, I was disturbed at the Founda-
tion’s refusal to divulge the cost estimates
and relevant information supplied by the
three finalists for this contract. The in-
telligent inquiry of the public press is es-
sential in a democracy. To deny pertinent
data, especially on a nonmilitary project
where national security is not involved, vio~
lates our deepest American traditions. The
people are entitled to know how public busi-
ness Is transacted.

With kindest regards.

Sincerely yours,
THOoMAS H. KUCHEL,
U.S. Senator.

[From the Los Angeles Times, Mar. 18, 1962]
AworHER Bic SciENTIFIC JoB GoESs TO TEXAS
FIRM—CALIFORNIA-BAsEp CoMBINE FarLs To
Krep ProJecT MOHOLE, SoME EYEBROWS
RAISED
(By John H. Averill)

WasHINGTON.—The National Science Foun-
dation announced Saturday the signing of a
preliminary contract with Brown & Root,
Ine., of Houston for the second phase of
Project Mohole which began off the coast of
California.

One of the two losers in the decision was
an industrial-scientific team headed by the
Global Marine Drilling Co. of Los Angeles,
which ploneered in the preliminary borings
through the ocean floor and, according to
NSF, successfully completed them last April.

The contract signed with Brown & Root,
a fabulous and far-flung Texas engineering
and contracting firm which has undertaken
numerous big government projects since the
early days of World War II mobilization,
was for $1.2 million, but the formal con-
tract, to be signed In 90 days will amount to
something between $35 and #50 million, ac-
cording to the foundation.

PLAN TO PIERCE CRUST

The aim of the Mohole project is to drill
a hole through the earth's crust and into a
layer beneath called the mantle. This would
glve scientists information about the age
and structure of the earth,

It was the second time in recent months
that eyebrows in the Capital have been raised
by the Texas firm snagging a spectacular
Government project from another State
where it had been apparently proceeding
satisfactory. Brown & Root was named by
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration as the contractor for the new Proj-
ect Mercury space headquarters in Houston.

JOHNSON'S STATE

Virginia and Florida, where the man-in-
space activities have been concentrated in
the past, were the only two Southern States
to desert the Democratic fold last election.
It is not lost on political observers that Vice
Presldent Jornson, whose task was to hold
the once “solld South” for the ticket, has
overall responsibility in the Eennedy ad-
ministration for space activities as Chairman
of the National Space Council and long-
standing loyalties to his native Texas.

The funds for both NASA and NSF are
voted by the independent offices subcom-
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mittee of the House Appropriations Com-
mittee, headed by Representative ALBERT
Taomas, Demoerat, of Texas, who has rep-
resented Houston in Congress since 1937.
This was also the year LYNDON JOHNSON was
first elected to Congress from Austin in a
special election.

Because of the unprecedented nature of
Project Mohole, conventional bids were not
required from the three competing combines,
NSF officlals explained. However, a high NSF
official indignantly refused to supply the
Times with the “rough cost estimates” sub-
mitted by the finalists, or to discuss the
considerations governing the award in any
detall.

Paul A. Scherer, NSF's Associate Director
for administration, accused the Times re-
porter of “attacking the foundation” when
asked how, in light of President Kennedy’'s
repeated pledges of open information in non-
sensitive areas, he could put a “secret” tag
on a nonmilitary project involving millions
in public funds.

DIRECTOR UNAVAILABLE

Dr. Alan T. Waterman, Director of the NSF,
was unavailable for comment Saturday.

Other NSF officials and knowledgeable
Government scientists, while nervously ask-
ing anonymity for their comments and also
declining to divulge the monetary amounts
involved, expressed some surprise at the de-
clsion but explained that cost was not the
governing factor in this case.

They said the winning firm was chosen by
a five-man NSF screening committee which
made final recommendations to Dr. Water-
man on the basis of know-how and each ap-
plicant’s proposed attack on the problem.

Global Marine, the Los Angeles firm which
has extensive experience in deep-sea drilling
operations for oll and conducted the initial
phase of Project Mohole, involving probes
to record depths of 11,000 feet off Guadalupe
Island off Baja California, after earlier tests
off La Jolla, was allied in its bid to continue
with Aerojet-General Corp. of Azusa and the
BShell 0Oil Co.

REFUSE COMMENT

The other loser was another combine
headed by Socony Mobil Oil Co. and includ-
ing Standard Oil Co. of California, General
Motors, Texas Instruments, and Humble Oil
Co. Spokesmen for both combines refused
any comment on the award.

It was hardly a surprise in Houston, how-
ever, that Brown & Root had the inside track
in Washington.

The Houston Post carried a local story on
February 11, more than 2 weeks before the
NSF's first disclosure of their decision to
“negotiate” BSaturday's contract with the
Houston firm, saying that Rice University
had been asked to furnish the scientific
consulting services for Project Mohole if “in
addition to manned exploration of outer
space, there shall be assigned to Houston
indusfry and to Rice the responsibility for
the principal engineering and scientific
planning and execution of Project Mohole.”

The source of the story was the Rice Uni-
versity Engineering Quarterly, and Rice
President Eenneth Pitzer was quoted as re-
luctant to elaborate on a situation he con-
sldered “premature.”

HEADS RICE BOARD

Chairman of the board of trustees of Rice
is George R. Brown, executive vice president
of Brown & Root, which is headed by his
brother Herman as president. The firm was
started as a partnership in 1919 with a
brother-in-law of the Browns, Dan Root, who
died in 1829. Brown & Root has grown
rapidly since 1936 when it won its first Fed-
eral Government job, the Marshall Ford
Dam north of Austin, in 1936.

In May 1857, the business publication,
Business Week, profiled Brown & Root in an
article entitled “Roadbuilders With a Flair
for Other Jobs.” The story told how the
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Brown brothers had built up their construc-
tion concern from scratch to a multimillion-
dollar operation—much of it through Gov-
ernment contracts.

Business Week also described President
Herman Brown as a close friend and associ-
ate of the then Senate majority leader, Sen-
ator JouNsoN, and Representative THOMAS.
It made no mention of either Brown broth-
ers’ political afiliation nor do their author-
ized blographies in “Who's Who in America”
but the liberal magazine the Nation, in its
November 10, 1951, issue, described Herman
Brown as a Texas political powerhouse seem-
ingly “‘able to secure the passage in the Texas
Senate of practically any bill he chooses to
have introduced.”

Diligent inquiry by the Times has failed
to produce any evidence of political influence
in the Mohole contract award either by
Brown & Root or any of the elected Texans
in official positions here. This makes even
more inexplicable NSF’'s official refusal to
discuss candidly for the record the basis for
the award or the comparative cost estimates
submitted.

It was learned, however, that NSF began
pointing toward phase two last summer after
completion of the preliminary experimental
probing in Pacific waters. The foundation
canvassed numerous firms that indicated
an interest in the second and far more im-
portant phase. Out of this grew a meeting
last autumn attended by representatives of
84 firms, including some of the Natlon's big-
gest and best known concerns. The meeting
resulted in the foundation’s receiving 12 sep-
arate proposals from individual firms or com-
binations of firms on how best to tackle the
big project, which were finally reduced to
three and then one.

Brown & Root's background in offshore
drilling, competent sclentific sources said,
was in relatively shallow waters of the Guif
of Mexico, while Global Marine and the third
combine had done similar oil drilling in the
Pacific and other waters. The final location
of the phase 2 Mohole probe has not been
selected by the National Science Foundation,
but 1t must be under the ocean floor because
the earth's crust is belleved to be thinner
there than on dry land.

[From the Los Angeles Times, Mar, 22, 1962]

EUCHEL DEMANDS DETAILS ON AWARD OF
MouxoLE JoB TO TEXAS CONGERN

(By John Averill, Times Washington bureau)

WasHINGTON.—Senator KucHEeL, Repub-
lican, of California, called Wednesday for
replies to some unanswered questions in-
volving the National Science Foundation's
award of the Project Mohole contract to a
Texas firm,

EvucHEL asked Dr. Alan T. Waterman, the
NSF director, for cost estimates furnished
by the three final competitors for the spec-
tacular project which involves drilling a
hole through the ocean floor in an attempt
to unlock secrets of the earth’s birth,

The first phase of the project was carried
out off the California coast by a Los Angeles
firm.

In a letter to Waterman, the Senator said
he was “deeply disturbed” by the Founda-
tion’s refusal to divulge cost estimates from
the competing organizations.

“I would also be grateful to know on what
grounds this information has been denied
to the public through the press,” KucHEL
wrote.

As reported by the Times last Sunday,
the NSF signed a preliminary contract for
the second and final phase of the Mohole
project with Brown & Root, Inc, a huge
engineering and contracting firm in Hous-
ton. The preliminary award was for $1.2
million but a formal contract expected to
total between $35 million and $50 million will
be signed in approximately 90 days, the NSF
said.
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One of the two losers in the decision to
give the contract to Brown & Root was an
industrial scientific team headed by the
Global Marine Drilling Co, of Los Angeles.
NSF said this team “successfully completed"
ploneer work in Pacific waters last April,

It was the second time In recent months
that Brown & Root had plucked a major
Government project from another State
where it apparently had been proceeding
satisfactorily.

When queried by the Times about its de-
cision in awarding the contract, NSF officials
flatly refused to disclose cost estimates from
the competing organizations. They said
cost was not a determining factor since the
Mohole project involves so many unknowns
it would be almost impossible to estimate
expenses accurately.

The deciding factor, they sald, was the
NSF's evaluation of which contestant could
do the best job. While describing the de-
cision as “very difficult,” foundation officers
sald they felt Brown & Root was best
equipped.

EKuchel, in his letter to Waterman, said:

“Project Mohole, which seeks to provide us
with vital new information about the struc-
ture of our planet, has held a particular fas-
cination for me.

“This project, which began off the coast
of California and whose first phase was suc-
cessfully completed by a Los Angeles firm
almost a year ago, will certainly be of great
value in providing our earth scientists with
many new insights into the nature of the
earth.

“I shall watch the development of the sec-
ond phase for which you have now an-
nounced the award of a preliminary contract
to Brown & Root, Inc., of Houston, Tex., with
great interest.

“I am deeply disturbed, however, by the
foundation's refusal to divulge the cost esti-
mates supplied by the three finalists for this
contract.

“I am fully aware, as reported by the Times,
that other considerations besides those of
cost were paramount in your final decisions.
However, since this is a non-military project
which I assume does not involve our national
security, I respectfully request that you
supply me with the actual cost estimates
furnished to you by the three final com-
petitors for the second phase of Project
Mohole. I would also be grateful to know
on what grounds this information has been
denied to the public through the press.”

Meanwhile, the House Government Infor-
mation Subcommittee also moved to obtain
the same information. The subcommittee,
which has long campaigned for a freer pub-
lic access to governmental information, said
it will ask the NSF to supply it with details
of Mohole project award.

[From the Los Angeles Times, Apr. 1, 1962]
U.S. INVESTIGATES MoHOLE CONTRACT—AC-
COUNTING OFFICE EYES AWARD OF DRILL JOB

T0 TEXAS COMPANY

(By John H. Averill)

WasHINGTON.—Senator KucHEL, Republi-
can, of California, disclosed Saturday that
Government auditors are investigating the
award of the Project Mohole contract to a
big Texas engineering and construction firm.

EKucHEL disclosed this in making public
a letter to Joseph Campbell, U.S. Comptroller
General and head of the General Accounting
Office. The GAO, the auditing agency of
Congress, is conducting the investigation.
KvucHEL's letter was to thank Campbell for
agreeing to undertake the inquiry.

The investigation is an outgrowth of a
demand by KucHerL on March 20 that the
National Science Foundation provide infor-
mation on the awarding of the contract for
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the second phase of Project Mohole to Brown
& Root, Inc., of Houston, Tex,

IN EARTH'S CRUST

The project, which NSF estimates will
cost the Government $35 million to #6560 mil-
lion before it is finished, calls for drilling
a hole through the ocean floor at a deep
sea site and penetrating the earth's crust in
an effort to find clues to the earth's origin.

The first phase of the project was carried
out off the California coast by a Los Angeles
firm which lost to Brown & Root in com-
peting for the second phase contract award.

In response to KucHEL's request, NSF of-
ficials submitted some documents to him
during the past week, KucHeL had GAO in-
vestigators examine the papers. He said
later that “in the opinion of the Comptroller
General the documents were inadequate and
insufficient” to explain the basis on which
the NSF awarded the contract to Brown &
Root.

DISCLOSURE REFUSED

KucHeL entered the case after the Times
reported on March 18 that the NSF had re-
fused to disclose the cost estimates sub-
mitted by Brown & Root and the com-
petitors seeking the second phase contract.

Denouncing this refusal, KvcHeL said in
his letter to Campbell:

“The intelligent inquiry of the public press
is essential in a demoecracy. To deny perti-
nent data, especially on a nonmilitary proj-
ect where national security is not involved,
violates our deepest American traditions.
The people are entitled to know how public
business is transacted.”

KvucHeL thanked the Comptroller General
for agreeing to look into the case and asked
him to determine whether Federal laws that
might apply to the contract award were
ohserved.

OPINION ASKED

“After your scrutiny of this matter,”
KucHEeL wrote Campbell, “I would be pleased
to have your opinion as to what Federal
statutes apply to the award of this contract
by the National Science Foundation and
whether those statutes were followed.”

KucHEL told the Times that Campbell had
informed him GAO investigators intend to
make a thorough examination of NSF files
dealing with the Mohole contract.

[From the Los Angeles Times, Apr. 3, 1962]

MoHOLE CONTRACT DETAILS ASKED OF FOUNDA-
TloN—Moss ASKS NATIONAL SCIENCE ORr-
GANIZATION To CITE AUTHORITY FOR SECRECY
Asout CosTs

WasHINGTON.—Representative JoHN Moss,
Democrat, of Sacramento, demanded Satur-
day that the National Sclence Foundation
explain how and why it has withheld infor-
mation about the huge Project Mohole con-
tract, which has been awarded to a big Texas
engineering and construction company.

Moss, chairman of the House Special Gov-
ernment Information Subcommittee, sent a
letter to Dr. Alan T. Waterman, director of
the foundation, asking him to cite the statu-
tory authority under which the foundation
has refused to divulge cost estimates sub-
mitted for phase two of Project Mohole.

At a cost of between $35 and $50 million,
Project Mohole is to drill a hole through the
ocean’s floor to penetrate the earth’s crust
and learn previously unknown facts about
the origin of the earth.

KUCHEL HEARD FROM

The contract for phase two of the project
was awarded to Brown & Root, Inc.,, of
Houston, Tex., instead of to the Los Angeles
firm that conducted phase one of the proj-
ect off the California coast.

Senator KucHEL, Republican, of California,
asked the foundation on March 20 to pro-
vide him with information about the con-
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tract. Last week KucHEL disclosed that the
General Accounting Office is investigating
the matter.

Moss noted in his letter to Waterman that
his subcommittee had been informed “that
tentative cost estimates submitted by firms
involved in negotiation of contracts for phase
two of the Mohole project are not available
to the public.” He said that he had been
informed that the figures might be “sus-
ceptible to gross misinterpretation should
they be taken out of context and made
public.”

MOSS LETTER QUOTED

Moss wrote: “Certainly the difficulty of
producing clear explanations of the cost of
sclentific thrusts into the unknown areas
of space and the sea s clearly understood.

“At the same time It remains the re-
sponsibility of those entrusted with Govern-
ment business to make every possible effort
to lay the facts before the people who are
called upon, time and again, to pay the bills
for our scientific ventures.”

[From the Los Angeles Times, May 11, 1962]

CongrEss ProBErs PrEss For MosHoLE CosT
DATA—RENEW THEIR DEMAND THAT FOoUN-
DATION REVEAL FIGUrREs USeED FOR CONTRACT

WasHINGTON.—Congressional investigators
renewed demands Thursday that the Nation-
al Sclence Foundation make public the cost
estimates involved in the award of a contract
to dig a hole in the ocean floor.

Chairman Jonwn E. Moss, Democrat, of
California, of the House Government Infor-
mation Subcommittee made the demand
after the Foundation rejected his request for
cost information used in awarding the con-
tract for the second phase of Project Mohole
to Brown & Root, Inc., of Houston.

Moss first demanded the information after
the Times reported on March 18 that the
NSF had refused to disclose cost estimates
submitted by Brown & Root and two other
competitors, including a California com-
bine, seeking the Mohole contract. The
foundation sald the project involves so many
unknowns that cost estimates were no more
than rough guesses,

SEEK EARTH'S ORIGIN

The project, which the NSF roughly esti-
mates will cost the Government anywhere
from #35 to $50 million, ecalls for drilling
a hole in the ocean floor at a deep site in
an effort to find clues to the earth’s origin.

Replying to Moss earlier this month, NSF
Director Alan T. Waterman said, “In only
two or three instances were any figures given
in writing and these were not in any way
part of the proposals submitted.”

In light of this, Waterman said ‘it does
not appear appropriate to publicly disclose”
the cost estimates.

Moss emphatically disagreed. In a reply
to Waterman, made public Thursday, the
Sacramento Congressman said:

“I am fully aware of the difficulty of esti-
mating costs for scientific thrusts into the
unknown. I also am aware that the Na-
tional Science Foundation, as a responsible
Government agency, must have a general idea
of how many millions of tax dollars will be
spent drilling a hole in the ocean floor.”

TAXPAYERS' RIGHT

Moss added that the foundation “would
be derelict in its responsibility if a general
idea of the cost of the project were not devel-
oped.” And he said the taxpayers “who will
finance the project have a need and a right
to know what the responsible bidders
thought the Mohole project might cost.”

To back up his demand, Moss asked the
foundation to cite the statutory authority
under which it might justify its withholding
the information. He had made such a re-
quest in his first letter but Waterman didn't
supply it.
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[From the Los Angeles Times, May 18, 1962]

MaNHOLE ConNTrRACT PmM GeTs Ams FroM
RivaLs—NEwW COMPANY RETAINED AS CoN-
SULTANT IN SecoND PHASE oF UNDERSEA
PROJECT

WasHINGTON.—The big Texas engineering
firm that overcame two competitors in snag-
ging a prestigious Government contract for
the second phase of Project Mohole is round-
ing up technical talent from its vanquished
competition.

This new development in the continuing
controversy over the Mohole contract came to
light Thursday with formation of a new
Washington corporation to engage in deep-
sea engineering.

The new concern, known as Ocean Sclence
and Engineering, Inc., reported it has been
retained by Brown & Root, Inc., of Houston
to serve as consultants on the Mohole project.

Presldent of the new firm is Willard Bas-
com, who was director of the first phase of
Project Mohole. That phase was completed
last year, much of it in the waters off South-
ern California.

REVOLUTIONARY PROJECT

Project Mohole is a revolutionary sclen-
tific program being carried out by the Na-
tional Science Foundation to dig a hole
through the floor of the ocean in an effort
to penetrate the earth's outer crust. The
aim is to unlock some of the secrets of the
earth’s origin and scientists believe this can
be best accomplished from some deep sea
site where the crust is thinner than on land.

As director of phase one of the project,
Bascom worked with the Global Marine Drill-
ing Co. of Los Angeles, which has been
hired by the National Science Foundation
to carry out the first phase. After success-
fully completing its piloneer borings through
the ocean floor, Global Marine organized an
industrial scientific team to compete for the
phase two contract. According to reliable
reports Bascom again would have directed the
work for Global Marine.

CONTRACT AWARDED

However, NSF awarded the contract to
Brown & Root, most of whose marine drill~
ing experience has been in the relatively
shallow waters of the Gulf of Mexico.

Questioned about his arrangement with
Brown & Root, Bascom said he personally
is not involved but that “five of our people
are down at Brown & Root headquarters in
Houston.” He said they are serving on a
day-to-day basis as consultants and advisers.

Although NSF officlals have contended
they regarded Brown & Root as the best
qualified concern to carry out phase two,
Bascom said:

“They need all the help they can get, be-
lieve me.”

He said that he is hopeful of obtaining a
subcontract from Brown & Root to partici-
pate in the second phase of the project.

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS
SATELLITE SYSTEM

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 11040) to provide for
the establishment, ownership, operation,
and regulation of a commercial commu-
nications satellite system, and for other

purposes.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President,
we were discussing the way this program
got off to a bad start and the way, ap-
parently, the administration was influ-
enced in the direction of the bill, al-
though the bill does not meet many of
the guidelines laid down by the Presi-
dent in his original message. We were
discussing the fact that the Federal
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Communications Commission would del-
egate to the communications carriers
themselves the use of the new satellite
communications system, which naturally
they wish to have.

Mr. BURDICK. Madam President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. KEFAUVER. Iam happy to yield
to my good friend from North Dakota.

Mr. BURDICE. I have listened with
interest to the contribution the Senator
has been making today. I am sure all
Senators appreciate it.

I was interested in what the Senator
had to say about the constitution of the
corporation. Iunderstand that one-half
of the stock would be owned by the car-
riers and one-half of the stock would
be owned by the public. Do I correctly
understand further that the Senator said
one carrier could own 50 percent of the
stock?

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is roughly cor-
rect. The bill originally provided that
50 percent of the stock would be set aside
for the international communications
carriers and 50 percent of the stock
would be set aside for the publie, and
that foreign companies or individuals
could buy up to 20 percent of the 50 per-
cent. Corporations or individuals might
own up to not more than 20 percent of
the 50 percent.

But there is a “gimmick.” The * -
mick” is that the communications car-
riers do not have to buy all the stock
which is to be set aside for them in order
to elect six directors. This is really a
“sleeper” in the bill. In other words,
if we assume that the corporation au-
thorizes $50 million worth of stock, half
of the stock would be available to be
sold to the public, as we have stated.
Half of the stock would be available for
the communications carriers to buy.

The communications carriers theoreti-
cally could buy only $500,000 worth of
stock, or any amount of stock, and still
would be able to elect 6 of the 15 di-
rectors who would operate the company.
There would be no compulsion on the
carriers to buy the half of the stock
which is to be set aside for them. They
could put all their investment in bonds
and other securities, which would pay
interest. This also would enable them
to include that kind of securities in their
rate base, so that from the very begin-
ning they would have a double payment
or double benefit., They could put the
amount of money they wished in bonds
or other securities, and put that in the
rate base, and they would receive the
interest or the dividends which might
come from the investment they might
make in the bonds or securities of the
corporation.

Mr. BURDICEK. I notice that in the
report on page 21 it is stated, in reference
to the 50 percent of stock the public is
to buy—

The initial offering is to be sold at a price
not to exceed $100 a share and in a manner

to encourage the widest distribution to the
American public—

And so forth. There are 180 million
people in this country. Would the
Senator care to venture a guess as to
what percentage of the 180 million peo-
ple would own some of the stock?
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Mr. EEFAUVER., Even Dr. Welsh and
all the witnesses for the administration
testifled that that is only window dress-
ing. That does not represent to any
degree whatsoever the contribution made
by the taxpayers of this Nation.

The idea is to enable people to buy
a share of stock, possibly, if they can
ever get one, but that is in no way rep-
resentative of the contribution by the
people who pay taxes in this country.

Statistics show that 1.8 percent of the
people of the United States own 82 per-
cent of the value of all the stocks in the
United States. We know that many peo-
ple do not “play the stock market”.
Many people do not have $100 to put
into a share of stock. Many people
would not know how to buy a share of
stock if they had $100.

No method is set out for enabling peo-
ple to buy stock. I presume the stock
would be put on the market through
the big brokerage houses. They would
allocate the stock to banks, trust com-
panies, and corporations which are nor-
mally their customers, and the people
would not have a look-in.

The supposed opportunity for an in-
dividual to buy stock is a “flimflam.”
It is in no way commensurate with the
investment the American taxpayer will
have, through the payment of taxes.

Mr. BURDICK. Would it be a fair
statement to say that the so-called pub-
lic ownership would be limited to an in-
finitesimal part of 1 percent of the popu-
lation of the country?

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think it would be
a very small part of 1 percent of the
population of the country. It would be
a very small part of 1 percent of the
taxpayers of this country.

Mr. BURDICK. The theory in the
present bill is that such a percentage
would represent the American public; is
that correct?

Mr, KEFAUVER. The theory of the
bill is that that is the way the American
public will receive some benefit from the
great giveaway which is proposed in the

bill,
I thank the Senator

Mr. BURDICE.
from Tennessee.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Also, $100 is a very
high price for a share of stock. When
one looks at the stocks on the New York
Stock Exchange, one finds that only
about ten out of about a thousand
common stocks listed on the New York
Stock Exchange are valued at over $100,
and that is based upon values some time
ago, before the recent drop in the values
of stock.

Mr. GORE. Madam President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. KEFAUVER. Iam happy to yield
to my distinguished colleague.

Mr, GORE. I have listened with in-
terest to the detailed analysis which my
senior colleague from Tennessee has so
ably made thus far. I am concerned
with the foreign policy aspects of the
pending bill. Is it not proposed that the
system be an international satellite com-
munications system?

Mr. EEFAUVER. I know that the
Senator is concerned about the foreign
policy aspects of the bill, as I am, and
as all Senators should be. It has far-
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reaching foreign policy aspects. The
bill envisions an international communi-
cations satellite system. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. GORE. In its wisdom or lack
thereof the Congress could enact a bill
which would confer upon an existing
corporation, or a corporation to be cre-
ated, power to establish a communica-
tion system within the United States.
However, is it within the power of the
Congress to give to the proposed private
monopoly an international communica-
tion setup?

Mr., EEFAUVER. This is the first
time that I know of that Congress has
seriously considered a bill which would
transfer and convey the sovereignty of
the United States, and which would
transfer from Congress to a private
corporation the power of making trea-
ties and agreements which are ordinarily
ratified by the Senate.

Mr. GORE. The bill undertakes to
make the proposed private corporate
monopoly an agent of the United States.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes, indeed; and
it would assume the full responsibility.
The State Department would have no
authority. It is really ironic that if the
private corporation asks the State De-
partment to help, the poor little State
Department must come along and help
out, but it would have no initiative of its
own.

Mr. GORE. To spell it out in more
detail, in order for the proposed system
to become an international satellite com-
munications system, it would be neces-
sary to enter into agreements or treaties
with a large number of nations. Indeed,
unless such agreements were entered
into, there could be no international
satellite communication system.

Mr. EEFAUVER. The Senator is cor-
rect. The proponents of the bill would
point out that an international carrier
has entered into a bilateral agreement
with a government-owned and operated
telephone company in England, involv-
ing two, or perhaps three companies.

But what we are talking about is some-
thing entirely different, as the Senator
has so well said. The measure envisions
an international agreement of great im-
portance among many, many nations,
which would involve treaties that would
require ratification by the Senate.

Mr. GORE. I ask the Senator if it is
not a fact that the bill submitted to the
Congress by the administration con-
tained a provision under which the State
Department would conduct such nego-
tiations?

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. In the origi-
nal bill submitted to Congress the Presi-
dent included a provision which would
require the State Department to conduct
the negotiations.

Mr. GORE. The bill as submitted by
the President followed the traditional
pattern that the executive branch of the
U.S. Government would conduct inter-
national negotiations to bring about
agreements.

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator is
correct.

On page 17 of the hearings of the
Small Business Committee, the following
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excerpt from the President’s July 24,
1961, statement of principles appears:

The U.8. Government will conduct or main-
tain supervision of international agreements
and negotiations—

And so forth. Section 402 of the bill
as originally proposed would require the
State Department to negotiate the agree-
ments.

Mr. GORE. The Senator means that
the bill submitted by the administration
would require the Government of the
United States to conduct negotiations
with other countries.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. It would pro-
vide:

The corporation shall not enter into nego-
tiations with any international agency, for-
eign government, or entity without a prior
notification to the Department of State,
which will conduct or supervise such nego-
tiations. All agreements and arrangements
with any such agency, Government, or en-
tity shall be subject to the approval of the
Department of State,

I have read section 402 of the bill that
was sent to the Congress by the admin-
istration. That provision was stricken
out entirely. Now the only part it is pro-
posed the State Department would play
is that it would be notified about what
would take place, and if the corporation
felt that it needed the help of the State
Department, it could call on the State
Department. The corporation would not
be required to do so. There is no re-
quirement that it call on the State De-
partment. Only if called upon, would
the State Department enter into the pic-
ture at all.

Mr. GORE. Is it not true that under
the terms of the pending bill, if an inter-
national satellite communications sys-
tem is to be achieved, it can be achieved
only through the negotiation of agree-
ments between the corporation proposed
by the bill and various foreign nations?

Mr. EEFAUVER. The Senator is en-
tirely correct. Various other nations
operate communication systems. This is
a sovereign matter. Therefore we would
delegate to a private corporation our
sovereignty for the first time in the his-
tory of our Nation.

Mr. GORE. This subject is involved
in international and foreign policy com-
plications, even beyond those I have
mentioned in these brief questions. It
seems to me that the Committee on For-
eign Relations should give consideration
to the bill.

Mr. KEFAUVER. There is no doubt
whatever about that.

Mr. GORE. At the appropriate time
I shall suggest that the bill be referred
to the Foreign Relations Committee for
study and report. It was considered by
the Space Committee. I dare say it is as
much within the jurisdiction of foreign
policy as it is within space activities.

Mr. KEFAUVER. If the Senator were
to ask my opinion, I would say that it is,
because the very essence of the whole
idea, if it is to work at all, and if any-
thing is to be done, shows that it must
be accomplished by agreements between
the governments of the world.

Mr. GORE. There could be no trial to
see whether it would work until an in-
ternational agreement was reached; and
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if it is really to become a global system,
it must be a multination system of trea-
ties and agreements.

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator is cor-
rect. I think there is every reason why
this great, important matter which
affects foreign nations and which affects
the United Nations and our position in
the United Nations, should be thor-
oughly studied by the Committee on
Foreign Relations. Along the line that
my distinguished colleague from Ten-
nessee has discussed, I should like to call
attention to the presentation made by
our Ambassador to the United Nations,
Adlai Stevenson. He made this presen-
tation at the United Nations on Decem-
ber 4 last. I will not ask that the entire
address be printed in the Recorp. How-
ever, beginning at page 156 of the hear-
ings before the Commerce Commitiee
to the “B” at the top of page 158 is of
particular interest, and I ask unanimous
consent that it may be printed in the
REecorp at this point.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

GLOBAL SYSTEM OF COMMUNICATION SATELLITES

Now the fourth part of the space program
looks toward the establishment of a global
system of communication satellites.

Space technology has opened enormous
possibilities for international communica-
tions. Within a few years satellites will
make possible a vast increase in the control
and guality of international radio, telephone,
and telegraph traffic. In addition, something
new will be added—the possibility of relay-
ing television broadcasts around the globe.

This fundamental breakthrough in com-
munication could affect the lives of people
everywhere.

It could forge new bonds of mutual knowl-
edge and understanding between nations.

It could offer a powerful tool to improve
literacy and education in developing areas.

It could support world weather services
by speedy transmittal of data.

It could enable leaders of nations to talk
face to face on a convenient and reliable
basis.

The United States wishes to see this fa-
cility made available to all states on a
global and nondiscriminatory basis. We
conceive of this as an Jdnternational service.
We would like to see United Nations mem-
bers not only use this service but also par-
ticipate in its ownership and operation if
they so desire.

The United Nations Organization Iitself
stands to benefit directly from the use of
satellites both in communicating with -its
representatives around the world and in dis-
seminating programs of information and edu-
cation.

As an example of the potentialities of such
use, we hope to have before long an experi-
mental satellite which will transmit across
the Atlantic, for brief periods, live television
excerpts of debates in the General Assembly
of the United Nations.

In preparation for these developments the
United States proposes that the Interna-
tional Telecommunication Union consider
the varlous aspects of space communication
in which international cooperation will be
required. This will assure all members of
the United Nations a fair opportunity to ex-
press their views. It is particularly impor-
tant that the necessary arrangements be
made for the allocation of radiofrequencies
for space communications.

In order to enable less developed countries
to participate in effective use of satellite com-
munications, the expanded technical assist-
ance program and the United Nations Special
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Fund should give sympathetic consideration
to requests for assistance from less developed
countrles to improve the state of their do-
mestic communications.

The principles I have mentioned are em-
bodied in part D of the draft resolution now
before you. If implemented with dispatch
they could help to clear the way for cooper-
ative use of a worldwide system of satellite
communications.

REVITALIZING THE OUTER SPACE COMMITTEE

The fifth part of our program seeks to put
new life and new responsibilities in the
Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer
Space.

As we all know, this Committee was estab-
lished 2 years ago for an indefinite period by
Resolution 1472 (XIV) with a continulng
mandate to study programs on peaceful uses
of outer space which might be undertaken
under United Nations auspices, to study the
legal problems which might arise from the
exploration of outer space, and to plan an
international conference for the exchange
of experience in the exploration of outer
space.

‘We propose that, in addition to the respon-
sibilities lald down in this original mandate,
the Committee should review the activities
provided for in this resolution and make
such reports as it may consider appropriate.
In the four previous parts of the resolution
we have specifically noted the role the Com-
mittee could play in studylng the legal prob-
lems of outer space, in reviewing the service
arrangements undertaken by the Secretary
General, and in examining the proposals for
international cooperation in weather and
communications.

As my colleagues are aware, Resolution
1472 provided for 24 members of the Outer
Space Committee elected for a period of 2
years. We propose to continue the same
membership, augmented by the addition of
Nigeria and Chad in recognition of the in-
crease in the membership of African states in
the United Nations during the past 2 years.

Let the Committee make a fresh beginning.
Let the Committee meet early In 1962 to
undertake Its original tasks and its new re-
sponsibilities in connection with these coop-
erative programs.

We recognize that outer space activities
are unigue in many respects and that inter-
national cooperation is a prerequisite to
progress. Although we cannot of course ac-
cept the veto in the work of the Committee,
we expect that this work can be carrled out
in a spirit of mutual understanding. We
do not anticipate that the nature of the
Committee’s work would give rise to differ-
ences that could not be resolved by discus-
sion. We hope that, proceeding in this
spirit, we can finally put life into the Com-
mittee created 2 years ago.

I ask the distinguished delegates here to
bear In mind that in weather and com-
munications the resolution embodies no
commitments to any specific program, It
merely calls upon the Secretary General in
cooperation with the speclalized agencies,
and with other organizations, to submit
proposals for action. These proposals will
be presented to the Economic and Social
Council at its 34th session, to the 17th Gen-
eral Assembly, and to the Outer Space Com-~
mittee.

In short, the resolution in these fields
merely clears the way for dellberate con-
sideration of programs by government rep-
resentatives. Such basic studies ought not
be further delayed.

Now we have sought in good faith and so
far as is possible to present a program
which is above the clash of partisan politics
or the cold war. The principles and pro-
grams embodied here bestow no special ad-
vantage on any state—they are in the in-
terest of all states,

The resolution deals excluslvely with the
peaceful uses of outer space. The military
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questions of space are closely entangled
with the military questions of earth. We
believe that they require urgent study as
part of comprehensive negotiations for gen-
eral and complete disarmament.

This does not mean, however, that the
program of peaceful cooperation now before
us has no bearing on the issues of peace and
war, It does. If put into operation with-
out delay, it can help lay the basis for a re-
laxation of tensions and facilitate progress
elsewhere toward general and complete dis-
armament.

WE CANNOT AFFORD TO DELAY

Mr. Chairman, I must close with the same
theme on which I commenced this presenta-
tion: We cannot afford to delay.

The space programs of the great powers are
well advanced. Our own Nation 1s proceed-
ing with the development of satellite sys-
tems for weather forecasting and communi-
catlons. In the months ahead important
decislons will have to be made. If the op-
portunity for United Nations action 1is
missed, it will be increasingly difficult to
fit national space programs into a rational
pattern of United Nations cooperation.

Our first choice is a program making maxi-
mum use of the United Nations for at least
three reasons:

Because it could bring new vitality to the
United Nations and its family of agencles;

Because it would help to assure that all
members of the United Nations, developed
and less developed, could have a share in
the adventure of space cooperation; and

Because a program of such magnitude
should be carrled out as far as possible
through the organizations of the world
community.

As I say, this Is our first choice. But the
march of sclence is irreversible. The United
States has a responsibility to make the full-
est possible use of new developments in
space technology—Iin weather forecasting, in
communications, and in other areas. These
developments are inevitable in the near
future. We hope they can take place
through cooperative efforts in the United
Nations.

I suppose that the great climaxes In the
drama of history are seldom evident to those
who are on the stage at the time. But there
can be little question that man's conquest
of outer space is such a moment, that we—
all of us—are on stage, and that how we
behave in the immediate future will have a
profound impact upon the course of human
affairs in the decades ahead.

There is a right and a wrong way to get on
with the business of space exploration. In
our judgment the wrong way is to allow the
march of science to become & runaway race
into the unknown. The right way is to make
it an ordered, peaceful, cooperative, and con-
structive forward march under the aegis of
the United Nations.

I most earnestly recommend your serious
attention to the proposals my Government
is making to this end.

TEXT OF RESOLUTION
A

The General Assembly,

Recognizing the common interest of man-
kind in furthering the peaceful uses of outer
space and the urgent need to strengthen in-
ternational cooperation in this important
fleld,

Belleving that the exploration and use of
outer space should be only for the better-
ment of mankind and to the benefit of
States irrespective of the stage of their eco-
nomlic or sclentific development.

1. Commends to States for their guldance
in the exploration and use of outer space the
following principles:

(a) International law, Including the
Charter of the United Nations, applies to
outer space and celestial bodies;
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(b) Outer space and celestial bodies are
free for exploration and use by all States in
conformity with international law and are
not subject to national appropriation;

2. Invites the Committee on the Peaceful
Uses of Outer Space to study and report on
the legal problems which may arise from the
exploration and use of outer space,

Mr, KEFAUVER. I should also like
to call attention to thz2 testimony of the
vice president of the Phileco Corp., Mr.
David Smith, who testified before the
Committee on Small Business, and spe-
cifically the Subcommittee on Monopoly,
presided over so ably by the distinguished
Senator from Louisiana [Mr, Loxc].
Mr, Smith testified:

At the present time, the United States has
accomplished a major technical achievement
in space through the able R. & D, programs
of the Department of Defense and the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tlon., Now it is necessary to determine how
to utilize these achievements and make their
realization politically possible. We would
urge that the Government establish a grand
strategy to utllize these achievements to
lessen world conflicts and ease world tensions,
This program should be an integral part of,
and in our opinion can be an important in-
strument in, our basic foreign policy.

The entire statement deals with the
foreign policy problem. I suggest that
Senators read it very carefully.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr, SMATHERS. Madam President,
on behalf of the majority leader I an-
nounce that tomorrow it is the intention
of the majority leader to move to tem-
porarily lay aside the pending business
and proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 1554, House Concurrent
Resolution 473, providing the express ap-
proval of the Congress pursuant to sec-
tion 3(e) of the Strategic and Critical
Materials Stockpiling Act—50 U.S.C.
98b(e)—for the disposition of certain
materials from the national stockpile;
thereafter, to consider Calendar No.
1565, S. 3203, to extend the Defense Pro-
duction Act of 1950, as amended, and for
other purposes; and, third, to take up the
consideration of Senate bill 3291, to ex-
tend the Federal Reserve authority to
purchase Treasury notes. These meas-
ures must be acted upon before the dead-
line, which is shortly to oceur.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President,
I do not know whether I shall object.
This is a rather strange procedure which
is suggested. Two days after it was
reported by the policy committee the
pending business was taken under con-
sideration on the floor of the Senate.
Everyone knew it would be discussed at
great length. It is not a very healthy
kind of procedure to have it discussed for
several days and then laid aside for some-
thing else, and then taken ur again. I
know the problems of the majority
leader. However, does it not require a
motion to set aside the pending business?

Mr. SMATHERS. It does require a
motion. I am certain that the majority
leader would be glad to act upon these
measures at the conclusion of the pend-~
ing business if he thought there would
be a conclusion to it at any time in the
very near future., If the able Senator
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from Tennessee will permit such action,
I am certain the majority leader will be
perfectly willing to postpone considera-
tion of the measures I have mentioned
until after the disposition of the pend-
ing bill.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think that the
majority leader would be safe in fixing
the time at about October 1 for the con-
sideration of those measures.

Mr. SMATHERS. In other words,
what the Senator is saying is that so far
as he is concerned he is staying here un-
til October 1 to debate the pending bill.

Mr. EEFAUVER. It would be worthy
of debate for that length of time. I am
not saying that, but I think we ought to
debate this bill pretty thoroughly. I am
sure the majority leader knew, when the
bill was on the calendar last week, that
its consideration would not be completed
by July 1.

Mr. SMATHERS. If the majority
leader thought he could have sufficient
time to act upon the proposals which
must be acted upon before the deadline,
he would be glad to do so. However, the
indications are that the discussion which
is now in progress will be in depth; con-
sequently, he is merely making the
proper move to have these laws contin-
ued so that the other operations of the
Government may go forward in an or-
derly fashion.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am in favor of the
Government’s operations going forward
in an orderly way.

Mr. GORE. Madam President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield to my col-
league.

Mr. GORE. I point out that my col-
league from Tennessee, fo my certain
knowledge, has been in the Chamber all
day, waiting for the privilege of address-
ing the Senate. It is mow nearly 7
o’clock p.m., and he has been able only
to get started on his speech. On the
first day of the debate on the pending
bill the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
Lorc] was not able to obtain recognition
until 4:30 o’clock in the afternoon. Yet
the distinguished Senator from Florida
is already inclined to brand this debate
as a filibuster. I have a speech to de-
liver, and I have not had an opportunity
to speak.

My colleague from Tennessee has
barely started.

Mr. SMATHERS. Madam President,
it was not I who said the debate might
continue until October. I am sure the
junior Senator from Tennessee does not
think that if the debate were fo continue
until October, it would even then be
called a filibuster. I merely say that the
majority leader desired to have this an-
nouncement made, so that every Senator
would be forewarned. It might well be
that Senators would object to having this
particular measure temporarily set aside
in order that other measures might be
taken up. I feel certain that Senators
who wish to object to the proposal will
have ample opportunity to be heard.
The majority leader asked me to make
the announcement so that Senators
who might be interested might be fore-
warned.

CvVIII——mo2
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, -

so far as any Senator being denied the
opportunity to speak on the bill is con-
cerned, the Senator from Minnesota was
in the Chamber from noon until after 4
o'clock. Any time any Senator wished
to obtain the floor, he surely had that
opporfunity. The Senator from Minne-
sota spent a good deal of time attempt-
ing to locate Senators in order to have
the debate continue. I say this with all
respect to Senators who are present; I
did not want to be that sharp.

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator from
Minnesota is mistaken. The Chair rec-
ognized the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
Proxmirel, who spoke for about 2 hours.
The Senator from Wisconsin would have
finished in 2 hours had not the Senator
from Minnesota engaged in a colloquy
with him for about an hour and a half
more. I was in my seat all the time,
waiting to obtain the floor, so that I
might speak.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have fairly good
vision, and I have great confidence in the
Senator from Tennessee; but I looked
around the Chamber a number of times
and did not see any Senator champing
at the bit to get the attention of the Pre-
siding Officer, so that he might speak.
I had calls made on several occasions to
have & Senator come to the Chamber to
speak.

The Senator is entitled to his own
view. I wished only to have the RECORD
clear.

Mr. EEFAUVER. I did not object to
the Senator’s speaking: I thought his
speech was very interesting.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor from Tennessee.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I agreed with what
the Senator said. I thought it should
have been said,

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor again. I want the Senator to know
that we were attempting to accommodate
distinguished Senators who apparently
were hoping to have called up for con-
sideration some bills which would not
consume much time. The Senator from
Tennessee is a wise, dearly beloved col-
league; he is extremely able in con-
ducting parliamentary tactics.

Mr, KEFAUVER. I observe that the
Senator from Minnesota is about to ask
me for something.

"Mr. HUMPHREY. No; the Senafor
from Minnesota is about to suggest
something; namely, that when he saw
his good friend from Tennessee put on
a dramatic performance of surprise that
the majority leader may have indicated
that the Senate should set aside the
pending business to take up certain other
measures, he knew it was about as much
a surprise as to say that Christmas comes
on December 25.

There has been a forewarning of this
suggestion. The majority leader spoke
with certain Senators about his inten-
tions. Also, he spoke publicly in the
Chamber about it, and his statement
appears in the ReEcorp. It is his inten-
tion to move to set aside the pending
business and to take up the urgent busi-
ness of Congress, because certain legisla-
tion is about fo expire and will have to
be renewed.
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The Senate will return to a con-
sideration of the communieations satel-
lite bill. The Senator from Tennessee
says he expects to be here until October.
I think that is a marvelous idea.
Frankly, I do not have anything to do
in the fall except to stay here. I would
like nothing better than to talk in Octo-
ber about outer space. But there is no
reason not to set aside the pending busi-
ness, and the pending bill will be set
aside to take up urgent matters affect-
ing the Government,

Mr. EEFAUVER. Madam President,
will the Senator yield for an inquiry?

Mr. HUMPHREY., I yield.

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator says,
“The pending business will be set
aside')&

Mr. HUMPHREY. The majority
leader will attend to that.

Mr. EEFAUVER. It is the Senate if-
self that decides what w111 be the pend-
ing business.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. EKEFAUVER. I know of no
power of an individual Senator to set
aside the pending business.

Mr. HUMPHREY. A motion can al-
ways be made to set aside the pending
business.

Mr, EEFAUVER. Very well. How-
ever, the point is that if T am to speak
tomorrow, and it is proposed to take up
some other bill, by the time I can return
to my speech, everyone will have forgot-
ten what I said before. That would be
most unfortunate. I see no reason for
talking to a few good Senators on this
side of the aisle who seem to have their
minds pretty well made up already, and
to only one Senafor on the minority
side—and he is a very fine Senator. If
it is proposed to set aside the considera-
tion of the satellife bill, Senators will
have forgotten a week Iater what I have
said fonight. If that is the plan for fo-
morrow, we might as well recess now.

Mr. SMATHERS. We do not want to
disturb the continuity of the Senator’s
speech tonight. The intention is to let
him finish his speech tonight, so that
Senators who are present will not have
their thought processes interrupted.

It was only to apprise Senators of
what the calendar for tomorrow would
be that the majority leader asked that
this announcement be made. I thank
the Senator from Tennessee for yielding.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
NOON TOMORROW

Mr, SMATHERS. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
business for today has been concluded,
the Senate adjourn until 12 o’clock noon
tomorrow.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President,
what has the Senator to say about my
observation about my continuing to talk
this evening if it is proposed to have the
Senate take up some other bill to-
morrow?

Mr. SMATHERS. It has not been
suggested that what the Senator from
Tennessee is saying is a waste of time.
Much edification and instruction are be-
ing given to us this evening. The Sena-
tor should not characterize what he is




11156

saying as a waste of time. The Sena-
tor has said he did not want to be inter-
rupted, so it is our desire to let him
finish his speech this evening, in order
that there may not be an interruption of
the continuity of his remarks.

Mr. KEFAUVER. My remarks will
not be finished this evening; so it seems
to me, in fairness to other Senators who
might wish to discuss the subject, that if
it is planned to take up other bills to-
morrow, it would be more meaningful to
let the major part of this discussion fol-
low the action on the other bills which it
is proposed to take up.

Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the Sena-
tor from Tennessee for yielding. I re-
new my request.

Madam President, I ask that when the
business for today has been concluded,
the Senate adjourn until 12 o’clock noon
tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. SMATHERS.
tor from Tennessee,

I thank the Sena-

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS
SATELLITE SYSTEM

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 11040) to provide for
the establishment, ownership, operation,
and regulation of a commercial com-
munications satellite system, and for
other purposes.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President,
we have talked about the Federal Com-
munications Commission and about how
the Commission has decided that those
who will receive the greatest benefit
should determine who should own or
operate and receive the profits from the
communications satellite. The Com-
mission did not need to ask them to ob-
tain a special dispensation under the
antitrust laws for the purpose of having a
meeting. They knew the answer to that
question, because it referred to them.

But when it is proposed to offer some-
one a great bonanza, something of great
value, and he is asked whether he is go-
ing to own it or if someone else will own
it, the natural answer will be, “I want
to own it”’; and that was the answer.

I believe Mr. Minow would like to see
some other solution of this problem. He
told me—and there is some inference to
this effect from his testimony—that he
could see the advantages of ownership,
at least at present, by the Government,
because, as junior the Senator from
Tennessee has pointed out, the opera-
tion eannot be a success unless the Gov-
ernment conducts the negotiations with
other governments. But Mr. Minow's
statements to me—and there is an infer-
ence to that effect in some parts of his
testimony—is that he believed there
would be some difficulty in having the
Government retain ownership or in se-
curing adequate, competent personnel to
operate the satellite. The mistake he
makes in his argument is that he as-
sumes that everyone who will have any-
thing to do with the operation of the
facility will have to be a Government em-
ployee; that is, that the scientists and
technicians who will operate the ground
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stations, the scientists who will build the
satellites, and the thousands of other
persons who might be connected with the
project, would have to be Federal em-
ployees.

I concede that there is need for salary
raises for top-echelon persons, particu-
larly scientists and engineers, in order
to attract them to the Government serv-
ice, although a very great many—and
many are serving in NASA, in the De-
fense Department, in the Atomic Energy
Commission, in the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority, and in many other Government
agencies—who could earn more in pri-
vate employment are now in the Govern-
ment employ, because they wish to dedi-
cate their lives to the public service;
and thus they are willing to make that
sacrifice.

But the point is that if the work were
retained by the Government, most of it
would be done by contract with private
corporations, as is now the case; and,
as a result, the higher paid technicians
and engineers of the private concerns
would continue to do the work.

So there is no reason why the research
and development should not be done by
contract with RCA, AT. & T, ILT. & T,
Hughes, and other good companies which
now are doing work for the Government.
There is no reason why, by means of
contract, the ground stations should not
be built by private concerns; and there
is no reason why they should not be
leased for operation, in the public good,
by private concerns. We now have a
great many Government installations
and arsenals for which there are opera-
tional contracts with private concerns.
For instance, Harvey Aluminum operates
an arsenal at Milam, in my State; and
Procter & Gamble has an operational
contract by means of which it provides
the know-how for the operation of an
arsenal; and so do the Hercules Powder
Co., the Du Pont Co., and many other
private concerns. A great many private
concerns have contracts to operate spe-
cific programs and projects for the Gov-
ernment, and they do that work most
successfully.

So, Madam President, it is obvious that
such an arrangement could easily be
made by the Government for the ground
stations and almost everything else in
connection with the satellite program.

In that event, the only thing the Gov-
ernment would have to do would be to
provide the persons to make the policy
decisions at the top level and the per-
sons to review the engineering science
and research, as is done now. But that
work would require the services of only
a comparatively small number of per-
s0ns.

If Mr. Minow, the Chairman of the
Federal Communications Commission,
were to consider this problem in that
way, I believe his position regarding how
this program should be operated might
very well be different. In fact, Madam
President, statements that the Govern-
ment cannot successfully operate any-
thing are a part of the propaganda ef-
forts being made in an attempt to have
this body pass this bill. However, Mad-
am President, it is not true that the
Government cannot operate anything
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successfully. The Government has done
a phenomenally fine job, through con-
tracts with industries and private en-
terprises, in every field into which it has
gone; and the Government has retained
unto itself only the policy decisions and
the coordination at the top level. The
Government has done a very fine job in
connection with atomic energy, and at
NASA, and in many, many other ways.
For example, the Corps of Engineers has
charge of the construction of many
great dams and hydroelectric plants, and
so does the Department of the Interior.
Those projects have been developed
throughout the country. However, the
Corps of Engineers and the Department
of the Interior do not, themselves, build
those dams and hydroelectric plants.
Instead, they contract with private con-
cerns to build them; and the Govern-
ment agencies retain only supervision of
the construction projects.

So it is obvious that the Government is
competent to develop and operate and
to make negotiations for the best satel-
lite system, and to get it into operation
in the shortest possible time; and in that
event the Government would not have
the liability of frying to protect some
other kind of investment, and would not
be forced into a situation of not having
the best system because that might out-
mode the transatlantic cables, and the
Government would not then be in the
position of refusing to use a better sys-
tem because it might outmode some
radio communications system between
our country and other countries.

So there is nothing to prevent an ap-
propriately selected private concern from
contracting with the carriers, the equip-
ment manufacturers, or the individuals
needed to make the program a success.

Madam President, this procedure has
been followed in many other areas vital
to the national interest. No one has
made the argument that the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration
should be transformed from a govern-
metal agency into a private corporation
because the technical knowledge of the
private companies in the aerospace field
would not be made available to NASA
and to the American people unless these
suppliers were allowed to own NASA,

The argument that it would not be pos-
sible to get A.T. & T. or RCA or other pri-
vate companies to cooperate in connec-
tion with the construction and operation
of the ground stations unless they owned
them, is clearly not borne out by history,
and is a reflection on them, because not
only have they been willing to take such
contracts, but they have vied for and
have competed for all the large con-
tracts on which they are engaged at the
present time. Of course, they receive
a good profit for the work they do.

Quite the contrary, private industry
has found it very profitable to work with
NASA under contract. A.T. & T., RCA,
Hughes Aircraft, General Electric—in
fact, a great many of our large corpora-
tions compete vigorously for the NASA
contracts, and consider them very de-
sirable from a business and financial
standpoint.

A look at the communications earriers
themselves will show the fallacy of the
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argument that it is necessary to allow
them to own the corporation if we are to
have the use of their scientific skills.
Neither the shareholders of the com-
munications corporations nor the equip-
ment manufacturers are the ones who
bring the knowledge and skills to the
companies, The great majority of
shareholders in all these corporations
are investors who have absolutely no
knowledge of the technical aspects of
the operation of the corporation in which
they own shares of stock. The individ-
uals who own stock in A.T. & T. are not
the ones wheo bring to that corporation
the technical knowledge of the com-
munications industry that has facili-
tated the growth and prosperity of that
company. Neither have the mutual
funds or the pension trusts that hold
A.T. & T. stock provided skills or know-
how in the communications field.

Satellite communications have been
made possible through research and de-
velopment paid for by the U.S. Govern-
ment. There is an overriding public in-
terest in the establishment of a satellite
communications system. If the skills
necessary for an operational system are
in existence in the Unifed States, it is
inconceivable that they will not be made
available to whatever agency is finally
selected as the one to be responsible for
an operational system. What a mistake
it would be to allow specious reasoning
to serve as a base for the abandonment
of policies considered by the President
to be essential in regard to satellite com-
munications.

There is, as all are aware, in this bill
a provision that—

The activitles of the corporation created
by this act and of the persons or companies
particlpating in the ownership of the corpo-
ration shall be consistent with the Federal
antitrust laws.

Af best, this amounts to locking the
barn door after the horse has gone. The
very creation of the private corporation
would be a violation of the spirit and
philosophy that led to the enactment of
the antitrust laws. This philosophy has
been a bulwark of our free economy for
many years, and is a cherished part of
our economic tradition. Beyond this,
however, the difficulties which this ex-
emption from the antitrust laws would
create are manifold; and it must be
remembered that this exemption is abso-
lutely necessary if the corporation, as
protected in this bill, is to come into
existence.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Madam Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.
Will the Senator from Tennessee yield
for that purpose?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Tennessee yield?

Mr, KEFAUVER. I yield to the
Senator from Texas for that purpose.

Mr. KERR. Madam President, I ob-
jeet to the Senator’s yielding for that

Mr, KEEFAUVER. Madam President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. SMATHERS. Madam President,
I make the point of order that no busi-
ness has been transacted since the last
quorum call.
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Mr. GORE. mdaml’rmdent,lap-
pesal from the ruling of the Chair.
mlgé- EKEFAUVER. The Chair has not
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Florida is correct. No
business has been transacted.

Mr. GORE. Madam President, I ap-

question is: Shall the decision of the
Chair stand as the judgment of the Sen-
ate? [Putting the question.]

The ruling of the Chair is sustained.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President,
I make the point that a quorum is not
present. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that further
proceedings under the rollcall be sus-
pended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ENCOURAGE TLLEGAL ACTIVITIES

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President,
this legislation would make it possible
for representatives of competing firms to
work together in the day-to-day conduct
of the business of the satellite corpora-
tion while at the same time enjoying im-
munity from the antitrust laws. What
more attractive opportunity could these
competitors imagine to facilitate their
efforts to evade the antitrust laws in
other areas. Certainly the recent cases
involving price fixing in the electrical
industry demonstrate that some com-
petitors will conspire when given half a
chance.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Madam Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am very happy to
yield to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. My question to
the distinguished Senator from Tennes-
see is this: Suppose this legislation
should not pass. Would NASA have
power to enfer into a contract with the
communications carriers, anyway, with-
out this legislation?

Mr. KEFAUVER. It is my under-
standing that NASA has very broad
powers to contract in connection with
space and safellites, so I would answer
the question in the affirmative. It would
have the power.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. But without
this legislation, if a group of communi-
cations carriers entered into a contract
with NASA, would they be exempt from
the antitrust laws?

Mr. KEFAUVER. They would not be
exempt from the antitrust laws.

Mr,. YARBOROQUGH. So if they tried
to earry on operations such as proposed
without the passage of the pending bill
they would run squarely into the anti-
trust laws.

Mr, EEFAUVER. If they tried to get
together in a joint venture or a consor-
tium, which is what it really would be,
to operate a communications system of

. this kind, they would violate the anti-
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trust laws without question, in my
opinion.

Mr. YAMOUGH. One of the
things the proposed legislation would do
would be to grant to them Immunity
from the antitrust laws of the United
States, within the scope of the opera-
tions deseribed in the bill.

Mr. KEEFAUVER. Yes. This would
be a permission to do something pro-
posed to be made possible by the Gov-
ernment, which otherwise would be a
violation of the antitrust laws. I have
pointed out that not only would that be
true, but also it would give to them an
opportunity to meet in connection with
the operations of the satellite commu-
nications system. It would provide an
opportunity for getting together for the
purpose of talking about other matters.
The Department of Justice, in enforcing
the antitrust laws, has been very strict
about that.

For example, the Subcommiifee on
Antitrust and Monopoly has made re-
quests for certain information from the
steel companies. The steel companies
would like to be able to agree about what
certain definitions mean, in connection
with cost data. The Department of Jus-
tice would not permit the steel com-
panies to have their audiftors get fo-
gether, let alone their executives, fo
agree on definitions.

In this case the presidents or general
managers of large communication car-
riers would be getting together for all
kinds of purposes relating to the satel-
lite communications system. They
would not be able to do that without vio-
lating the antitrust laws, unless the bill
were passed.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. The holders of
the second class of stock—not the com-
munications carriers themselves, but the
holders of the second category of stock;
that is, the manufacturers of electronic
equipment—by virtue of this joint own-
ership, could likewise hold conferences
as joint stockholders in the corporation,
and could plan what they wished to do
about manufacturing equipment. Would
there not also be an exemption from
the antitrust laws for the manufacturers
of electronic equipment?

Mr. EKEFAUVER. The Senator is cor-
rect. This would not be true with re-
spect to some of the smaller carriers, but
nearly all of the large communication
carriers have their own subsidiaries for
the manufacture of their hardware.

AT. & T. has Western Electric, about
which we have heard a great deal be-
fore the McClellan committee. AT.&T.
buys practically all of its equipment
from Western Electric. RCA has its own
manufacturing concern. General Elec-
tric has its manufacturing concern. All
the large carriers have their own manu-
facturing concerns.

Of course, those representatives would
be able to get together, and would be
given a golden opportunity to arrive at
arrangements which might be contrary
to the antitrust laws.

I point out that the recent price-fixing
cases in the electrical industry, which
resulted in convictions and jail sen-
tences in the Philadelphia trials, show
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that some of the large companies—cer-
tainly some in the electrical industry—
will get together and conspire if they
are given half a chance to do so.

Mr. KERR. Madam President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. KEFAUVER. Iam happy to yield.

Mr. EERR. Was the AT. & T. con-
nected with that case?

. Mr. KEFAUVER,. I said the electrical
manufacturing companies.

Mr. KERR. Are they included in the
bill?

Mr. KEFAUVER. No. I am giving
that as an example of how, in many
fields, large companies will get together
to conspire if they are given half a
chance to do so.

Mr. KERR. But the Senator is not
taking the position—nor is he making
the accusation—that what he has de-
scribed is applicable to AT.&T., I.T.&T.,
or RCA, or other carriers who are in-
terested in having a part in this pro-
gram of international communications
satellites?

Mr. KEFAUVER. General Electric——

Mr. KERR. I was not talking about
General Electric. I asked the Senator
if he is accusing those who are contem-
plated as stockholders in the corpora-«
tion of that to which he has referred.

Mr, KEFAUVER. No, I made it clear
I was talking about the electrical manu-
facturers in the Philadelphia case.

Mr. EERR. Very well.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I also point out that
General Electric has indicated it would
like to get in. At one time General Elec-
tric had in mind forming a corporation
for the purpose of participating in this

program.
Mr. KERR. Madam President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, KEFAUVER. Iam happy to yield.

Mr. KERR. Is the Senator accusing
them of wanting to do so in an unlawful
manner?

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am not accus-
ing them at all, but General Electric
happens to be the firm which had more
people involved in the conspiracy in
Philadelphia than any other manufac-
turer.

Mr. KERR. That subject is covered
by the litigation to which the Senator
referred, is it not?

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. Is the Sena-
tor contending that the AT. & T. or
RCA or other large communication car-
riers have no desire to violate the anti-
trust laws and no record of having done
s0? I do not think the Senator is con-
tending that.

Mr. KERR. If the Senator does not
think the Senator is contending that, the
Senator suggests that he not intimate it;
and if he does think it, the Senator sug-
gests that he so state,

Mr. KEFAUVER. In any event, these
companies have had antitrust cases.
They were accused of violating the anti-
trust laws; some have been convieted
and others have entered into consent
decrees.

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Okla-
homa asks the Senator from Tennessee
to document that statement in the
RECORD.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Very well; it will be
documented. I shall be glad to do so.
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Mr. YARBOROUGH. Madam Presi-
gient, will the Senator yield for a ques-

on?

; :l’tr' KEFAUVER. I am happy to
yield.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Is it not pos-
sible, under the second category of stock-
holders, for the manufacturers of elec-
trical equipment to buy stock in the
corporation which would be created
under the terms of the proposed bill if it
should become law?

Mr. KEFAUVER. Will the Senator
please repeat the first part of his ques-
tion?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Part of the pro-
posal under the bill is that stock would
be sold to authorized communications
carriers.

Mr. KEFAUVER. One-half of the
stock would be set aside for them.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. One-half of the
stock would be sold to what is called the
general public. There is a provision
that:

At no time shall any stockholder who is
not an authorized carrier, or any syndicate
or affiliated group of such stockholders, own
more than 10 per centum of the shares of
voting stock of the corporation issued and
outstanding.

In the second category of general
stockholders the proposed law would per-
mit a person or corporation to own 10
percent of the stock, That would permit
five corporations to own 50 percent of
the stock.

In that second category, which does
not include authorized communications
carriers, would it not be possible under
the terms of the pending bill for a manu-
facturer of electrical equipment to own
110 pfrcent of the stock in the corpora-
tion?

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes, it would be pos-
sible for a manufacturer of electrical
equipment to own a part of the stock
set aside for the public, provided it was
not a subsidiary of or connected with a
communications carrier. That is, it
would be possible for General Electric,
Westinghouse, or Allis-Chalmers to own
up to 10 percent of the stock.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Really, the pro-
vision was designed for that purpose,
was it not? As common stockholders,
would not the provision permit these
people to get together legally—mnot to
conspire, but to get together legally—to
talk and plan about prices they would
charge for the electrical equipment they
would furnish?

Mr. KEFAUVER. Of course
would discuss prices.

There is a provision which is supposed
to promote competitive bidding, which I
shall discuss later, but there would be
discussions.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. An
ment was put in.

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator from
Oklahoma asked me to document the
facts about Western Electric and others.

Mr. KERR. I did not ask the Senator
to document that. I asked the Senator
specifically about AT. & T. and 1.T. & T.

they

amend-

Mr, KEFAUVER. Yes. I shall docu-
ment the cases.
Mr, KERR. Very well. That is what

I asked for.
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Mr. KEFAUVER. This hardly comes
as a surprise because Adam Smith, an
economist of considerable reputation
among advocates of a free enterprise
economy, pointed out nearly 200 years
ago.

People of the same trade seldom meet to-
gether even for merriment and diversion, but
the conversation ends in a conspiracy against

the public, or on some contrivance to raise
prices.

Smith doubted that the Government
could prevent “people of the same trade
from assembling together,” but he did
feel strongly that Government “ought to
do nothing to facilitate such assemblies;
much less to render them necessary.”

WHY MAKE IT EASIER?

Think of the ease with which the rep-
resentatives of the firms in the commu-
nications industry or in the equipment
manufacturing industry could arrange
their discussion of price fixing, the allo-
cation of markets and other such activi-
ties that enjoy great popularity in cer-
tain business circles. The number of
complaints filed by the Justice Depart-
ment in antitrust cases indicates that
there is considerable activity in these
fields even under the most adverse
conditions.

Under the proposal we have before us,
such violations of the antitrust laws
would be almost impossible to detect.
The only protection for the public inter-
est might be that violating the antitrust
laws would become so easy that it would
cease to be a challenge for the imagina-
tive and creative individuals involved
and therefore might decline in popu-
larity.

Because of the great public interest in
satellite communications, it has been
necessary to provide for extensive Fed-
eral regulation, coordination, and plan-
ning. The provisions of title 2 of the
Satellite Communications Act are in-
tended to implement the policies spelled
out in the preceding sections of the bill.
The provisions of title 2, however, are
inadequate in many ways and do not
afford the protection which the public
must have.

COMPETITION VERSUS REGULATION

In areas where it has seemed neces-
sary to approve of legalized private
monopoly, primarily in the transporta-
tion and public utility fields, there has
been a significant departure from tradi-
tional antimonopoly policy. The orig-
inal departure from our traditional faith
in competitive principles was neither
final nor complete.

In the early stages of the develop-
ment of the concept of regulated indus-
tries the break was partial, tentative,
and very carefully circumscribed. The
popular attachment to competitive prin-
ciples and our deep-seated hostility
toward monopoly were reflected in the
many safeguards and limitations which
were imposed on the early grants of
privilege to public utility type corpora-
tions. When we felt compelled by in-
stitutional pressures and necessities to
legalize private monopoly, we did so only
with reluctance and serious misgivings.
‘This was considered a dangerous ven-
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ture which required unusual precautions
against miscarriage.

The theory of mnatural monopoly,
though having a certain element of
plausibility, has never been an entirely
convineing argument in our economy.
When a limited degree of monopoly has
seemed necessary or desirable in partic-
ular situations, our attitude has been
that it was socially tolerable only when
rigorously circumscribed. Early legis-
lation in the public utility field, though
authorizing monopoly, sought to preserve
as much of the competitive structure in
the economy as possible. This effort to
retain competition was a demonstration
of our faith in the freely operating mar-
ket forces and reflected the prevailing
mood of the late 19th and early 20th
centuries.

GROWTH OF MONOPOLY

The concept of the public interest as
originally conceived in the development
of the public utility idea was sound in
theory. Unfortunately, the concept fell
upon bad days and as the years have
passed it has been distorted into an in-
strument for the promotion of monoply,
primarily because of failure of the
human element under powerful eco-
nomic and political pressures.

Public regulation has gradually shifted
its objective from protecting the public
interest to protecting the monopolies
created under its aegis.

Public regulation was originally in-
tended as a substitute for competition
in the limited sectors of our economy
where for technical reasons competition
was considered to be either impossible
or undesirable,

At this point I would like to quote
briefly from a book entitled “Monopoly
and America” by Walter Adams and
Horace Gray, both economists of excel-
lent reputation and both established
scholars in the fleld of monopoly
problems.

In discussing the problem of regulated
monopolies, they state:

The significant feature of this conception
was the retention of the competitive ideal of
service at cost (including a fair return on
the capital employed) as the goal of public
policy. Soclety might for practical reasons
institute monopoly in special situations, but
it would invoke Its sovereign police power
to compel such monopolies to conform to the
competitive model with respect to end re-
sults. Thus, on this reckoning it was pos-
sible to have monopoly without suffering its
normal consequences; to abandon competi-
tion but still enjoy its benefits; to force
monopoly to behave competitively. All this,
it was then belleved, could be accomplished
by rigorous application of the police power
in the public interest.

ADAMS AND GRAY

Subsequent events, however, revealed basic
errors in this assumption. The men of that
period (the late 19th and 20th centuries)
seriously misjudged the efficacy of the police
power. They falled to comprehend that neg-
atlve, restrictive control of individual be-
havior can never be a substitute for positive
decisionmaking in the productive proe-
ess. They underestimated the difficulties
and frustrations incident to application of
the police power within our constitutional,
administrative, and political system. More
particularly, however, they completely mis-
apprehended the nature of legalized private
monopoly—its intransigence, its resourceful-
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ness, its ruthlessness, its economic and polit-
ical power, its capacity to evade or subvert
public regulation. They failed to forsee that
increasing social dependence on the services
of such monopolles would progressively
strengthen their strategic position vis-a-vis
the community, further diminish the limited
effectiveness of public regvlation, and even-
tually create a sltuation where the sovereign
powers of Government would be invoked to
protect and subsidize rather than to regulate.

This, Mr. President, is an accurate
analysis of the breakdown of the process
of public regulation. Public regulation
has, as we are all too keenly aware, failed
to provide a substitute for competition.
In far too many instances regulation has
become the servant of private rather
than public interests. It is against this
historical background that we must eval-
uate the language in title 2 of this bill in
our efforts to determine whether there
is therein provided adequate protection
of the public interest.

ROLE OF PRESIDENT

Subsection (a) of section 201 deals
with the role of the President. When
S. 2814, the original administration bill,
was first introduced, it contained a pro-
vision that the President “plan, develop,
and supervise the execution of a national
program for the establishment as expe-
ditiously as possible of a communications
satellite system.” This was in full rec-
ognition of the need for far-reaching
influences beyond the normal regulatory
pattern.

The communications carriers, who
have sought from the beginning to gain
exclusive control of the private satellite
corporation which has been proposed,
fought this language bitterly. It was
their contention that such language
would lead to Presidential interference
with the normal business operations of
the private corporation, and that such
interference not only was unnecessary
but would make their life in terms of
managing the corporation intolerable.

As a result of the arguments made by
the communications carriers, the Presi-
dent’'s power was severely restricted.
His role was limited to that of aiding
in the development of, and fostering the
execution of a national program for the
establishment of an operational commu-
nications system. The Commerce Com-
mittee has improved upon the language
of the bill somewhat, but the present
language which assigns the President the
responsibility to “aid in the planning
and development and foster the execu-
tion of a national program” is still con-
siderably weaker than the original
language thought mnecessary by the
President, and this present language is
clearly inadequate in terms of protect-
ing the public interest. The argument
of the carriers seems to have been that
they should be free from supervision in
the operation of a satellite system, once
it had passed out of the planning and de-
velopment stages. Their contention
that the normal regulatory forces, es-
sentially regulation of the satellite cor-
poration by the Federal Communications
Commission, would prove adequate, ig-
nores the fact that the FCC has never
in its entire history provided the public
sufficient protection through its attempts
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at regulation of the communications
common carriers.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Madam Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr, KEFAUVER. I am happy to
yield to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. In connection
with the statement of the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee in regard to the
FCC and the fact that it has never fur-
nished adequate protection to the public
in the matter of rates charged by the
communications common carriers, I
should like to inquire of the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee whether
the FCC has ever audited the books of
AT.&'T. or attempted to determine what
the real value of their property was as
a basis for making and setting a rate
that would allow a reasonable return.

Mr. KEFAUVER. The undisputed
testimony of Mr. Minow and others of
the F'CC shows that in the whole history
of the Federal Communications Com-
mission there has never been a rate case
carried through to conclusion on an
AT. & T. rate. There have been some
negotiations, but there has never been
an investigation of what we call their
assets, their investments, and everything
else, which is so necessary in order to
carry through to a conclusion a rate case.
In connection with their oversea rates,
there has never been any effort made to
regulate their oversea rates until an
effort was started recently, and that has
been on a negotiation basis.

The FCC says that it does not have the
manpower. I believe that in many in-
stances it has not had the willpower to
do so either.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Has it ever at-
tempted a formal rate hearing with the
A.T. & T. to determine the basis for inter-
state charges?

Mr. EEFAUVER. It may have thought
about one, and it may have started
one—and I am not certain about that—
but it has never carried one through.

There has never been a cost study
made to see whether A.T. & T. is paying
a reasonable price to its subsidiary,
Western Electrie, which furnishes all of
its equipment. There has never been a
cost study made to see whether A.T. & T.
is paying reasonable prices for what it
purchases.

AT. & T. did get by negotiation some
reductions in what it was to pay Western
Electric, but I believe it should be pointed
out that the more Western Electric
charges A.T. & T. for hardware—the
telephones and transformers and lines,
and so forth—the better off AT. & T. is,
because that means that Western Elec-
tric is making more profit, and A.T. & T.
merely passes on the charge to the rate
base and to the consumer; therefore the
more profit is made by Western Electric
the more A.T. & T. makes. That is frue
of other carriers which have subsidiaries
that supply them.

Mr, YARBOROUGH. Is there any
reason to believe that it would be easier
for the FCC to determine a rate base
and to have a hearing on this whole
matter of international satellite com-
munications than it would be to have a
hearing on the interstate rate base here
in the United States?
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Mr. KEFAUVER. There is no reason
to believe that there would be. The
FCC, by its record, whether because of
lack of personnel or whatever it is, has
not shown itself competent or able to
regulate AT. & T., nationally or inter-
nationally, in the past. There is abso-
lutely no showing that it would be able
to protect the public interest in connec-
tion with the joint ownership and opera-
tion of the space communications satel-
lite. The public interest would not be
protected, judging by the record. As the
Senator has shown, it would be much
more difficult to have adequate regula-
tion of a great jointly owned space com-
munications satellite than it would be
with respect to one domestic company.
Not having regulated the domestic com-
pany, I can seen no hope that the public
interest would be protected by the FCC
in the larger venture.

Mr, YARBOROUGH. I know that
the Senator, in his capacity as chairman
of the Antimonopoly Subcommittee,
has familiarity with the survey which
the firm of Booz-Allen & Hamilton made
of the Federal Communications Com-
mission in March of 1962. It made a
survey of its organization.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am not as famil-
jar with it as is the Senator from Texas.
I know that he has asked many ques-
tions about it. It is a management sur-
vey which was paid for by the Govern-
ment itself, to find out if regulation of
AT. & T. had been adequate. It found
that the Commission was not able ade-
quately to regulate them in the public
interest. I would be glad to have the
Senator explain it in more detail.

Mr, YARBOROUGH. I do not want
to take too much time from the very il-
luminating address the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee is making to
the Senate. I wish to refer, however, to
one or two sentences in the report, be-
cause they are in keeping with what the
distinguished Senator has said.

Mr. EEFAUVER. 1 believe we should
make it clear that this survey was se-
cured and paid for by the Bureau of
the Budget.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Yes. The Bu-
reau of the Budget paid for this survey,
to determine whether the FCC was doing
its job. In other words, the Bureau of
the Budget, as a part of its duty, wanted
to find out whether the Government’s
money was being efficiently spent and
whether this Government agency was
doing its job. I read from page 283 of
the survey, as follows:

THE CommON CARRIER BUREAU Is Nor WELL
EquirPEp To MEeET Its RESPONSIBILITIES
N THE FACE oF A Rising WORKLOAD
This outline of Common Carrler Bureau

duties has sketched areas of responsibility

of an order of magnitude and significance
which exceeds the Bureau's resources.

Neither the physical facilities, the staff, nor

the budget provided the Bureau properly re-

flects a recognition of the Bureau’'s statutory
obligations. Handicapped by inadequate
provision of the means of insuring a satis-
factory level of mgulatory activity, Bureau
management has never been tested by meas-
uring performance against feasible program
objectives, Further, there is evidence that
much of the Bureau staffl believes that the

Commission has far less interest in the Bu-

reau's activitles than is warranted, TUnder
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these circumstances, Bureau management
has been adequate but uninspired.

That was an extract from the report
that I have just read. I call particular
attention to this portion:

Bureau management has never been
tested by performance against
feasible program objectives.

Does that not mean that they did not
get the job done with what they had?
In other words, they did not try within
the limits of what they had.

Mr. EEFAUVER. The Federal Com-
munications Commission has some very
good employees and good technicians.
Mr. Minow is a good man, However,
the record of the FCC is mot one to
justify any confidence in its being able to
regulate this space communications
satellite in the public interest.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I do not believe
that the Common Carrier Bureau has
been challenged on that score, so far as
the integrity or honor is concerned.
Everyone agrees that they are fine, hon-
orable gentlemen, but they just do not
measure up to having the necessary
drive and energy to get the job done
with what they have available. We
have had some experience in the Senate
with getting something done with a
limited budget.

They have a limited budget. I shall
read another paragraph from this report
and ask the distinguished Senator from
Tennessee what he has found in that
connection from his study and in the
hearings held by the Subcommittee on
Antitrust and Monopoly. I read now
from the Booz, Allen & Hamilton report:

The list of Bureau functions which are ex-
plicit or implicit in the Communications
Act 18 In fact a lengthy one. A tabulation of
those which, for lack of staff and budget,
are performed in a superficial manner, or
are performed for a small fraction of the
total area of responsibility, also would prove
lengthy.

Does not that indicate that to add fur-
ther the vast duties in space activities
to those which are performed now only
in a superficial manner or are performed
for a small fraction of the total area of
responsibility would only complicate the
duties which the Commission now has?

Mr. KEFAUVER. It indicates that
it would be a much harder assignment
than the Commission has had in the
past. It has not done that in the past,
so there is no real promise that it could
be done in the future.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. The Booz, Al-
len & Hamilton report to the Bureau
of the Budget in March 1962, includes
a list of items which, the report says,
the FCC has performed in a superficial
manner, or in which they have had only
a small fraction of the total responsi-
bility. The report states:

Since January 1, 1956, accounting com-
pliance reviews have been accomplished for
only 14 of 24 Bell System companies and
9 of 40 independent telephone companies.
Appendix J illustrates this by listing the
dates on which accounting compliance re-
views were last conducted for fully subject
independent telephone companies,

In 1960, Bell System purchases from the
Western Electric Co., a Bell subsldiary,
amounted to $1.8 billion, which amount be-
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comes part of the rate base on which the
Bell companies expect a return.
occasional review of periodie reports, no
examination of the books of Western Elec-
tric or other leading telephone equipment
manufacturers has been undertaken to de-
termine the reasonableness of charges to
the Bell System.

Under the Communications Act, depreci-
atlon rates—a major factor in an industry
with an increasingly faster rate of obsoles-
cence for much of its equipment—must be
prescribed by the FCO. Rates of Bell System
companies can be reviewed every 8 or
4 years, at best. Although depreciation
rates In general use are scanned for unusual
factors, in fact no depletion rates have been
prescribed for the independent companies
subject to the FCC.

The method of timing and billing long-dis-
tance telephone calls never has been ade-
quately examined.

I have quoted from the management
consultant report, paid for by the Bu-
reau of the Budget. It discusses how
AT. & T.—the Bell System—times and
bills its long-distance telephone calls.
The report states that that operation
has never been adequately examined. I
continue to read:

Tariffs for the relatively new broad band
and private line services require study of
level and structure which has not been pos-
sible to date on a scale in keeping with the
rapid development of significant new
services.

Disparities which exist between inter- and
intrastate telephone rates for comparable
distances are blamed by State authorities
for inequities in revenue distribution and
consequent adverse effects on local tax ylelds.
Additional accounting studies are needed to
establish acceptable separations and division
of revenue.

The report then continues:

This list 1s susceptible to considerable ex-
tension. The point is that the Bureau is in
no position to establish the reasonableness of

charges in most areas of common carrier
service.

In the light of this report to the
Bureau of the Budget by the firm of
management consultants that the Com-
mon Carrier Bureau is in no position to
establish the reasonableness of charges
in most areas, my question is whether
the Common Carrier Bureau would be
in a position to establish the reasonable-
ness of rates in a space communications
satellite system, if such a system were
authorized under the law and were
awarded to the A T. &T.

Mr. EEFAUVER. I feel quite certain
that the Bureau today cannot adequately
do such regulating. This should be kept
in mind. The report was made by an
outstanding organization. It was made
objectively and was paid for, as the
Senator has said, by the Bureau of the
Budget. In light of that report, how
anyone could ever think the public would
have the protection it is entitled to re-
ceive through regulation by the FCC of
a space communications satellite, I can-
not understand. The Commission has
not been able to regulate adequately
what has come within its jurisdiction; it
has admitted this itself. 'The report is
conclusive that the Commission has not
made a showing that it has been able to
perform this function satisfactorily in
the past or will be able to do so in the
future.
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The assets of AT. & T. in 1951 were
approximately $11 billion. In 1962, the
assets of A.T. & T. were nearly $27 bil-
lion. Notice the growth in 10 years
from $11 billion to $27 billion,

But the FCC Common Carrier Bureau,
which is supposed to do the regulating,
and has had a bigger business to regulate
as time has passed, has been reduced
from approximately 170 employees to
130. That number includes clerks and
secretaries, as well as technicians. So
the Commission’s manpower has not
been increased.

Furthermore, I have not seen any real
evidence of a will on the part of the
FCC to regulate A.T. & T. or some of the
other carriers. I believe Mr. Minow
hopes that he can improve the situation.
But after all, this is experience over a
period of 27 years. If a communications
satellite is established, this is the man-
ner in which it will be regulated. I
think we must judge what will happen
in the future by what is happening now
and what has happened in the past.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. That is the way
Patrick Henry said it should be done.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I believe that is a
part of his great speech. But the pro-
ponents of the bill seem to assume that
the FCC can adequately regulate and
protect the public, while they ignore the
poor record of the Commission in the
past.

I feel very strongly that the powers
which the President of the United States
thought to be necessary in order that
he might be capable of providing ade-
quate supervision over the activities of
the private satellite corporation are cer-
tainly a minimum in terms of what
should now be included in this bill.

There has been enough significant
change in the section relating to the role
which the President shall play with re-
gard to the private satellite corporation.
The original version of S. 2814 provided
that the President would determine the
most constructive role for the United
Nations in connection with the develop-
ment of the United States portion of a
global satellite system. This provision
as it appeared in that bill was in no way
an effort to preempt any decisions or
determinations which might appropri-
ately be made by the United Nations
itself. Instead, this represented a rec-
ognition of the fact that a satellite com-
munications system is by its inherent
nature an international undertaking,
that our operational system which will
bring the full potential benefits to all
the peoples of the world must of neces-
sity be established through the coopera-
tive efforts of many nations.

OTHERS CONCERNED WITH ARMY
FOOTBALL RECRUITING METH-
oDS
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Madam

President, will the Senator from Tennes-

see yield?

Mr. EEFAUVER. I am very happy
to yield to the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Madam
President, on Friday, June 15, I made a
statement criticizing the Army for its
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methods of recruiting football players,
and for withholding vital information
on this subject.

On that date, I made reference to a
situation which had developed in the
State of South Carolina. A young man
who had signed a grant-in-aid contract
with Clemson College was recruited by
Army, and was encouraged to break his
contract.

Madam President, although I have not
seen the announcement, there has been
read to me over the telephone an an-
nouncement that the commandants of
the three service academies—the Mili-
tary Academy, the Naval Academy, and
the Air Force Academy—have ageed that
in the future those academies will not
undertake to recruit and entice to the
service academies football players who
have signed contracts to attend private
schools and colleges. The agreement
between the commandants is, as I un-
derstand, on the basis that no service
academy will recruit, for footbhall pur-
poses, young men who have signed con-
tracts to receive grants-in-aid from pri-
vate or State colleges, on the basis that
if they are not accepted by the service
academies, they will go to the private
State colleges concerned.

This is some improvement, and it tends
to be somewhat in accord with the motto
of the Military Academy, at West
Point—“Honor, Duty and Country.”

However, the other day I pointed out
how completely in confliet with that
motto it was for the Military Academy
to send its representatives around the
country, seeking to persuade young men
to break the contracts they had made
with private colleges, in order to go to
the Military Academy.

Senators know that when I raised
this question, I also raised the issue that
Members of Congress violate the law by
designating a young man as an alter-
nate—usually a third alternate—to at-
tend a service academy, merely so he
would be available for selection by the
academy board, although the young man
did not come from the district of the
Member of Congress who made the des-
ignation. However, it appears that thus
far the academies are still holding out
against “coming clean” on that portion
of the program.

If the bill to inerease the number of
appointments to be available to the aca-
demic boards at the service academies
is to be brought up at this session, I
believe I shall have to make it a matter
of record that Members of the Senate
and Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives are violating that law. It
makes no sense, to me, for Congress to
write a law providing that it shall be
against the law for a Member of the Sen-
ate or a Member of the House of Repre-
sentatives to engage in a certain kind
of conduct, but not to provide for any
criminal sanections, and then proceed
to cover up for those who violate the
law,

I am pleased to find that the other day
the distinguished junior Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND] made &
very statesmanlike presentation which
indicated that he agrees with me, and
that the incident which developed in
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regard to the recruiting of a young man
who already had agreed to attend Clem=-
son College was a breach of faith and
was immoral conduct. The Senator from
South Carolina made a very fine state-
ment along that line; and I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
REecorp an article written in that con-
nection, and published on June 8 in the
New Orleans Times-Picayune. The ar-
ticle is entitled “Blast Dietzel Tactics—
Protest by South Carolina Senator—
TraUurRMOND Hits Practice of Army Staff.”

There being no sbjection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the New Orleans Times-Picayune,
June 8, 1862]

Brast DierzeL “TacTics”"—PROTEST BY SOUTH
CAROLINA SENATOR; THURMOND HITs PrRAC-
TICE OF ARMY STAFF

WasHINGTON.—Senator Strom THURMOND,
Democrat, South Carolina, said Thursday
he has protested to Army officlals against
recruiting of South Carolina football pros-
pects by West Point Coach Paul Dietzel.

THURMOND, in a statement sald he had
received complaints that Dietzel representa-
tives enticed two South Carolina football
players to attend West Point after they had
signed to enter the Unlversity of South Caro-
lina and Clemson.

THURMOND said he wrote Stephen Alles,
Under Secretary of the Army, Tuesday, ask-
ing if the Army considers recruiting of this
type as ethical and if it has the Department’s
approval.

“Obviously, West Point must go all over
the country seeking football prospects, as it
is an independent school,” THURMOND said.
“Further, I have always held that some of
the finest young men and prospective foot-
ball players in the Nation are born in South
Carolina; but the practice of urging an im-
pressionable young man to break one con-
tract to slgn another does not seem to be
the type of standard which our great Mili-
tary Academy should be setting for the
young men of America."”

TRANSACTION OF ADDITIONAL
ROUTINE BUSINESS
By unanimous consent, the following

additional routine business was trans-
acted:

ADDITIONAL EXECUTIVE REPORT
OF A COMMITTEE

As in executive session,

The following favorable report of a
nomination was submitted :

By Mr. ROBERTSON, from the Committee
on Banklng and Ourrency:

John P. Botti, of New York, to be super-
intendent of the U.S. Assay Office at New
York, NY.

EXTENSION AND IMPROVEMENT OF
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND CHILD
WELFARE SERVICES PROGRAMS
OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT—
AMENDMENTS
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, for

myself and the senior Senator from

Minnesota [Mr. HuMpHREY], the senior

Senator from Texas [Mr. YARBOROUGHI,

the junior Senator from Connecticut

[Mr. Dobpl], the junior Senator from

Arkansas [Mr. FuLerigaT], the junior
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Senator from Alaska [Mr. GRUENINGI],
the senior Senator from Florida [Mr.
Hovrranpl, the junior Senator from
Washington [Mr. Jackson], the junior
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Lowngl, the
junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
McCarTay], the junior Senator from
Montana [Mr. MeTcaLF], the junior Sen-
ator from Utah [Mr. Moss], the junior
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PeLL],
and the senior Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. RanpoLp], I send to the desk
and ask to have printed a proposed
amendment to the bill HR. 10606.

Mr. President, if adopted, this amend-
ment would permit recipients of old-age
assistance to earn up to $25 a month
without having the amount so earned
subtracted from their old-age assistance
grant.

As you know, the present law provides
that in determining need under old age
assistance the entire income and re-
sources of an individual are taken into
account. Thus, any amount an individ-
ual earns is subtracted from the grant
which has been determined to represent
his need. I believe it would be desirable
and proper to permit old-age assistance
recipients to contribute, themselves, to
both their self-respect and their needs
by allowing them a small amount of
earnings without penalty. They should
be allowed to earn a few dollars by baby-
sitting, gardening, or other casual em-
ployment without having to break the
law by not reporting it or being penalized
for doing so. Moreover, the present pro-
vision discourages the recipients of old-
age assistance from seeking such casual
and part-time employment because if
they later lose these jobs a great deal of
effort and time is required to obtain
restoration of their full assistance grant.

This is the same proposal which I sub-
mitted in 1956 as an amendment to the
Social Security Amendments Act of that
year and which the Senate adopted by a
vote of 56 yeas to 34 nays. The amend-
ment, however, was lost in conference
and subsequent attempts fo revive it
were put off by the previous administra-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. . The
amendments will be received, printed,
and lie on the table.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, June 20, 1962, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bills:

8.2186. An act for the relief of Manuel
Arranz Rodriquez;

£.2340. An act for the relief of Shunichi
Adkawa;

5.2418. An act for the rellef of Elaine
Rozin Recannati;

5.2486. An act for the relief of Kim Carey
(Timothy Mark Alt.);

5.2562. An act for the rellef of Sally Ann
Barnett;

B.2565. An act for the relief of Michael
Najeeb Metry:

5.2895. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of certain lands of the Minnesota Chip-
pewa Tribe of Indians to the Little Flower
Mission of the Saint Cloud Diocese; and

B.2090. An act for the rellef of Caterina
Scalzo (nee Loschiavo).
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ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SMATHERS. Madam President,
I move that the Senate now adjourn, in
accordance with the order previously
entered.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 8
o'clock and 3 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned, under the order previously
entered, until tomorrow, Thursday, June
21, 1962, at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate June 20, 1962:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Willlam H. Orrick, Jr., of Callfornia, to be
Deputy Under Secretary of State.

DrPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

The following-named Forelgn Service offi-
cers for promotion from class 1 to the class
of career minister:

Samuel D. Berger, of New York.

Edmund A. Gullion, of Eentucky.

Martin J. Hillenbrand, of Illinois.

John D. Jernegan, of California.

Thomas C. Mann, of Texas.

Robert McClintock, of California.

Frederick E, Nolting, Jr., of Virginia.

Joseph Palmer 2d, of California.

G. Frederick Reinhardt, of California.

‘Willlam M. Rountree, of Maryland.

Roy Richard Rubottom, Jr., of Texas,

John W. Tuthill, of Illinois.

William R. Tyler, of the District of Co-
lumbia.

The following-named persons, now For-
eign Service officers of class 2 and secretarlies
in the diplomatic service, to be also consuls
general of the United States of America:

Sverre M. Backe, of California.

Btanley 8. Carpenter, of Massachusetts.

Alton L. Gillikin, of North Carolina.

Willlam L. Hamilton, Jr., of Maryland.

Thomas H. Lintchicum, of California.

‘William H. Taft IIT, of Connecticut, for ap-
pointment as a Foreign Service officer of class
2, a consul general and a secretary in the
diplomatic service of the United States of
America.

Robert Louis Kinney, of Maryland, for ap-
pointment as a Foreign Bervice officer of
class 2, a consul and a secretary in the dip-
lomatic service of the United States of Amer-
iea.

The following-named persons, now Foreign .

Service officers of class 3 and secretaries in
the diplomatic service, to be also consuls
general of the United States of America:

Eric M. Hughes, of Virginia.

John H. Morris, of Arizona.

Thomas H. Murfin, of Washington.

George W. Skora, of Arizona, -

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 7,
vice consuls of career, and secretaries in the
diplomatic service of the United States of
America:

Raymond J. Alvarez, of California.

William Bodde, Jr., of Maryland.

John W. Campbell, of California.

Donald I. Colin, of California.

Mrs, Joyce F. Garrett, of Michigan,

Francis M. Kinnelly, of Maine.

Clint A. Lauderdale, of California.

James L, Meyer, of California.

James P. Murphy, of Oklahoma.

Preston L. Niemi, of Washington.

Martin Prochnik, of Colorado.

John E. Reinertson, of Wisconsin.

G, Henry M. Schuler, of Pennsylvania.

Eugene R. Vikingson, of Minnesota.
- The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 8,
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vice consuls of career, and secretaries in the
diplomatic service of the United States of
America:

Morris J. Amitay, of New York.

Daniel A. Britz, of Ohio.

James N. Bumpus, of California.

Donald D. Casteel, of Wyoming.

Harvey T. Clew, of Connecticut.

Patrick J. Flood, of Ohio.

William B. Harrls, of Callfornia.

F. Stephen Hoffman, of New York.

Richard H. Imus, of California.

Peter J. Liydon, of Massachusetts,

John C. McClurg, of Missouri.

Miss Leona M. Nelles, of South Dakota.

Robert M. Ruenitz, of California.

David Segal, of Connecticut.

Reynold A. Riemer, of New York.

Maurice M. Tanner, of Arizona.

Frederick W. Tingley, of Maine,

Miss Mary M. Tracy, of New Jersey.

J. Willtam Wenrich, of Michigan.

Milton J. Wilkinson, of Connecticut,

The following-named Foreign Service Re-
serve officers to be consuls of the United
States of America:

Norman C. Barnes, of Virginia.

Hugh W. Burrows, of Michigan,

Douglas A. Elleby, of Minnesota.

John G. Heyn, of Connecticut.

‘W. Allan Jackson, of California.

Norman P. Scott, of Colorado.

Edward H. Splaln, of New York.

Donald K. Taylor, of Maryland,

Richard E. Undeland, of Nebraska.

The following-named Forelgn Service Re-
serve officers to be vice consuls of the
United States of America:

James E. Anderson, of Virginia.

James M. Ascher, of Illinois.

Stewart D. Burton, of Utah.

James B. Fletcher, Jr., of Flarida.

William P. Roessner, of Virginia.

Kenneth D. Sexson, of Illinois,

Walter Trenta, of New York.

G. Claude Villarreal, of Texas.

Thomas R. Byrne, of Maryland, a Foreign
Service Reserve officer, to be a consul and
a secretary in the diplomatic service of the
United States of America.

The following-named Foreign Service Re-
serve officers to be secretaries in the diplo-
matic service of the United States of
America:

Daniel C. Arnold, of Virginia.

Robert J. Baker, of Virginia.

Charles L. Cooper, of Massachusefts.

William M. Decker, of Virginia.

Willard B. Devlin, of Pennsylvania.

William F. Donnelly, of Ohio.

William C. Grimsley, Jr., of Florida.

Edward J. Nickel, of Connecticut.

Joseph P. Sherman, of Michigan.

Eugene F. Sillari, of New York.

John H. Tobler, of Virginia.

Sterlyn B. Steele, of California, a Foreign
Service staff officer, to be & consul of the
United States of Amerleca.

CoMmMoDITY CREDIT CORPORATION

John A. Baker, of Virginia, to be a mem-
ber of the Board of Directors of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation,

U.8. PaTENT OFFICE

Manuel C. Rossa, of Virginia, to be an
Examiner in Chief, U.8. Patent Office, vice
Arthur W, Crocker, resigned,

U 8. Coast Gua

Rear Adm. Donald McG. Morrison, U.S.
Coast Guard, to be Assistant Commandant
of the U.S. Coast Guard with the rank of
vice admiral,

POSTMASTERS

The following-named persons to be post-
masters:

ARIZONA

Cassenia E. Crowder, Morristown, -Ariz,
in place of J. P. Hamilton, retired.
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Frances L. Roberts, Winkelman, Ariz, in
place of I. W. Hedworth, retired.

CALIFOENIA

Byron H. Alexander, Jr., Culver City, Calif.,
in place of P. H. Jarrett, retired.
Noel F. Rlcauda, Fontana, Calif., in place
of D. H. Axtell, transferred.
Jimmy L. Plerce, Lamont, Calif., in place
of Margaret Campbell, resigned.
Luke A. Brazo, Pico Rivera, Calif., in place
of R. C. Parker, retired.
Ted Ballew, Pollock Pines, Calif., in place
of D. A. Willey, resigned.
Hector G. Godinez, Santa Ana, Calif,, in
place of F. R. Harwood, deceased.
COLORADO
Claude T. Cecil, Gill, Colo.,, in place of
Clarence Townley, retired.
John A. Miller, Julesburg, Colo., in place of
J. V. Twomey, retired.
Laurence Montano, Leadville, Colo., In
place of C. A. Fitzsimmons, removed.
FLORIDA
William A. Holland, Fort Lauderdale, Fla.,
in place of W. D. Dunifon, resigned.
J. Douglas Arnall, Venice, Fla., in place of
R. E. Shallberg, retired.
GEDRGIA
James L. Sparks, Morris, Ga., in place of
8. A. Teel, retired.
Amos 5. Roberts, Pinehurst, Ga., in place
of H, C. Brantley, retired.
HAWAIL

Edward Y. Shimabukuro, Kaunakakal,
Hawall, in place of J. D. Lewis, Jr., retired.
ILLINOIS

Melvin A. Nourle, Aroma Park, Ill., in place
of V. E. Brown, retired.

Stephen B. Evans, Ellsworth, Ill., in place
of W. W. Van Gundy, deceased.

Clifford L. Lehman, Eureka, Ill.,
of C. B. O'Marah, retired.

Carl L. Earlson, Nachusa, Ill., in place of
C. H. Strong, retired.

Gerald A, Melvin, Tamaroa, Ill, in place
of J. E. Lee, removed.

INDIANA

David M. Stanley, Boone Grove, Ind., in
place of C. E. Baker, retired.

Eugene Hampton, Darlington, Ind., in
place of M. E. Maxwell, transferred.

R. John Boch, Decatur, Ind., in place of
L. W. Eirsch, deceased.

IOWA

Kingsley M. Schaudt, Slater, Iowa, in place

of M. B. Chader, deceased.

EKANSAS

John D. Beighley, S8molan, Eans., in place
of A. V. Nelson, deceased.

EENTUCKY

Eldon W. Bradley, Sebree, Ky., in place of

Milton Ashby, retired.
: MAINE

Eleanor V. Cushing, Cliff Island, Maine, in
place of H. E. Cushing, deceased.

Carroll H. Moulton, East Lebanon, Maine,
in place of F. W. Plerce, retired.

John P. Mahar, Rumford, Maine, in place
of M. B. Manson, deceased.

MICHIGAN

Louis A. Haight, Holland, Mich., in place
of Harry Kramer, retired.

Paul L. Beyett, Keego Harbor, Mich., in
place of B. O. Hobolth, transferred,

Raymond C. Donaldson, Lapeer, Mich., in
place of R. L. Taylor, retired.

Lawrence G. Chappel, Marlette, Mich., in
place of N. F. Smith, resigned.

MINNESOTA

Frank J. Petric, Babbitt, Minn, in place
of E. J. Shega, resigned.

Gerhardt F. Proehl, Otisco, Minn., in place
of K. E. Johnson, removed.

in place
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William A. Silliman, Windom, Minn., in
place of W. A. Lienke, deceased.

MISSOURI

Robert M. Blackwell, Bonne Terre, Mo., in
place of V. L. Evans, resigned,

Lewls B. Papin, Chaffee, Mo., in place of
O. T. Pfefferkorn, retired.

Archie M. Neff, Goodman, Mo., in place
of G. L. Chancellor, deceased.

Theodoric C. Bland, Kansas City, Mo., in
place of A. F. Sachs, retired.

C. Eldridge Griswold, Salisbury, Mo., in
place of J. F. Vermillion, retired.

H. Edith Sims, Trimble, Mo., in place of
R. L. Miller, retired.

NEBRASKA

Ellsworth C. McKay, Atkinson, Nebr., in
place of A. G. Miller, retired.

Ruby M. Pump, Bennet, Nebr.,
of G. H. Smith, resigned.

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Erwin W, Cushing, Marlow, N.H., in place
of J. F. Perkins, deceased.
NEW JERSEY
William F. Martin, Elmer, N.J., in place
of L. L. Bignell, retired.

Frank A. Maressa, Stratford, N.J., in place
of E. B. Carr, retired.

NEW MEXICO

Jack S. Feerer, Logan, N. Mex., In place of
A, R. Bigelow, retired.

NEW YORK
Arthur J. Walsh, Pishers Island, N.Y., in
place of A. J. Walsh, deceased.
Michael J. Vickio, Montour Falls, N.Y., in
place of E, M. Galley, retired.
NORTH CAROLINA
J. Preston Andrews, Jr., Bahama, N.C., in
place of M. W. Harrls, retired.
Ophelia F. Roberts, Coats, N.C., in place
of Lucy Kelly, retired.
Mildred 8. Bartlett, Kure Beach, N.C, in
place of M. O. Saunders, retired.
Evans L. Caudle, Midland, N.C., in place
of R. A, Brooks, retired.
Allen L. Olive, New Hill, N.C.,, in place of
O. T. Gardner, transferred.

NORTH DAKOTA

Elaine G. Majkrzak, Thompson, N. Dak., In
place of Alice Russell, retired.
OHIO
Robert E. Glick, Ashville, Ohio, in place
of 8. L. Smith, deceased.
Clarence K. Basinger, Columbus Grove,
Ohlo, in place of C. A. McCrate, deceased.
John A. Schadle, Higginsport, Ohio, in place
of L. L. Seyler, retired.
John P. Clark, Millersport, Ohio, In place
of H. D. Bowers, retired.
Marvin W. Sprague, Willlamsburg, Ohlo, in
place of H. L. Hines, retired.
OKLAHOMA
Dwight L. Crawford, Ames, Okla., in place
of L. E. Lentz, transferred.
Don A. Neumeyer, Council Hill, Okla., in
place of H.H. Swadley, retired.
PENNSYLVANTIA

Arthur B, Everden, East Springfield, Pa., in
place of M. G. Spencer, retired.

Robert M. Lewandoski, Harborcreek, Pa., in
place of A. A. Schutte, retired.

Blair I, Showalter, Huntington, Pa, in
place of 8. E. Resley, retired.

Francis C. Bordner, Kutztown, Pa., in place
of G. R. Frey, retired.

A, Thomas Carty, Lafayette Hill, Pa., in
place of H. G. Mack, retired.

John P. McLaughlin, Levittown, Pa. in
place of F. B. Davenport, resigned.

David W. Mabry, Mertztown, Pa., in place
of E. F. Fox, retired.

Walter B. Hastings, Polk, Pa., in place of
J. H. Nix, retired.

in place
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Edgar F. Rader, Jr.,, Stockertown, Pa., In
place of Edith Schaffer, retired.
SOUTH CAROLINA
George C. Summers, Cameron, 5.C,, in place
of G. W. Hungerpiller, retired.
TEXAS
Mary B. Lee, Charlotte, Tex.,
Edna Martin, retired.
James E, Carpenter, Comanche, Tex, in
place of R. L. Eaton, retired.
Johnie C. Watson, Goree, Tex.,
of E, L. O'Neal, resigned.
VIRGIN ISLANDS
Aubrey C. Ottley, Charlotte Amalie, V.I.,
in place of Alvaro de Lugo, deceased.
WASHINGTON
Clinton E. Walcher, Conway,
place of O, C. Noste, retired,
Arthur T. Koski, Deep River, Wash., In
place of C. A. Appelo, retired.
WISCONSIN
Gordon H. Mollers, Glenwood City, Wis,, in
place of H. E. Lauber, resigned.
WYOMING
James P. Berry, Big Horn, Wyo., in place
of K, V. Skinner, retired.
Jefferson A. Kaul, Pinedale, Wyo., in place
of D. C. Carson, retired.
IN THE ARMY

The following-named officers for promo-
tion in the Regular Army of the United

in place of

in place

Wash., in

States, wunder the provislons of title
10, United States Code, sections 3284 and
3209:

To be major
Laird, Wheeler E., O581530.
To be captains

Abell, Julian L., O73588.
Abraham, Albert, 3d, O73016.
Abramowlitz, Benjamin L., O73236.
Abrams, Walter G., O73280.
Ackiss, Ernest L., Jr., 072433.
Acre, Lawrence D., O78201.
Adamkewlicz, Edward S., Jr., 094734,
Adams, Richard E., 073589.
Adams, Robert B., 072565.
Adams, Tom, Jr., O72669.
Adsit, Charles C., 081569,

Adsit, John M., OB1570.

Agnew, Jack S,, 074041,

Akin, Havis D, O72808.
Albrecht, Nelson O., 072566.
Albright, John E., Jr., OT2567.
Aldrup, Earl W., Jr., O73542.
Allaire, Christopher, Jr., 073580,
Allen, James B., Jr., O78204.
Ameel, Joseph B., 072810.
Ament, Richard G., 082260,
Amilicke, John G., O84937.
Anderson, Harry E., 073120,
Anderson, James J., 072435.
Anderson, James L., O73593.
Anderson, Karl R., Jr., 072811,
Anderson, Lee E., 077252,
Andre, Peter C., 072436.

Andree, Robert G., O73594.
Antkowiak, Robert S., O88554.
Archibald, Robert J., Jr., O71438.
Arnecke, Charles 0., Jr., O74055.
Ashby, Mason K., 083109.

Ashe, Oliver R., 072815.

Ashey, Clarence D., Jr., OT3017.
Ayers, Bradley E., O78210.
Ayotte, Ronald J., 07'3122
Backus, Richard J

Bacon, Robert C., 0’1’3595
Bagnal, Charles W 073596.
Bahnsen, John C., .Tr.. 078507,
Balley, George A., OT7260.
Baker, A. J., OT74060.

Bannlister, Barry B., 094271,
Bannister, Edwin J., 074064.
Barber, Harry K., O84071.
Barge, Beverly L., OT7265.
Barlow, Keith A., O73509.
Barney, Charles D., Jr., O78217.
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Barnum, James E., 078218,
Barrentine, Robert T., 087470,
Barrett, Gilbert J., O72816.
Barrett, Reid A., O73600.
Barrow, Carrell M., Jr., OB5480.
Barry, Raymond D., O72673.
Bartell, Harold T., O73087.
Basten, Lawrence E., 072438,
Bates, Donald E.,, 073124,
Baty, Roy S, Jr., 072574.
Bauchspies, James S., O73601.
Bauer, Frank, 078222,

Baxter, Arthur 8., Jr., O74067.
Baxter, Willlam P., 073602,
Bayless, Robert E., O78223.
Beach, Edmund J., 072818.
Bean, Loring B., O78225.

Bear, Ben H., 2d, 073543.
Bearden, Thomas E., 091551,
Beauchamp, Irving A., Jr., 073604,
Beck, Edmund 8., O74069.
Beckhoff, Otto F., O81581.
Beebe, Steven G., O73605.
Bell, Charles H., O726717.
Bell, Charles 8., 084072,

Bell, James C., Jr., O80096.
Bell, Lawrence A., O74071.
Bell, Leroy C., 078227.

Bell, Walter C., O73286.
Benacquista, John J., O72575.
Bender, Richard C., O823089.
Bening, Robert G., 089318.
Benish, Anthony A., Jr., O73606.
Bennett, Donald G., 081584,
Bennett, Donald P., O74964.
Benoski, Joseph Jr., 072440.
Benson, Theodore DeW., 085723,
Berrey, Thomas G., OB2262.
Berry, David T., O73607.
Berry, Fred C., Jr., O72323.
Bessler, Lawrence H., OB5887.
Bihler, John O., Jr., 072820.
Birkenholz, Richard M., 074079,
Bissell, Keith, Jr., OT5095.
Blackham, Daryl K., 073128,
Blackwell, Jesse E,, O73609.
Blagg, Thomas E,, 074080.
Blanton, Philip T., O71985.
Blewster, James C,, 073610.
Bligh, Thomas F., Jr., 090382,
Bliss, Laurence T., 073402,
Blunt, Roger R., OT3611.
Boerner, Dennis H., O74084.
Bolin, James P., OT3612,

Bond, Robert E., 073129,
Bonnarens, Frank O., 073613,
Bonnett, William B., 074089.
Bonoan, Raymond, 073292,
Boozer, Harold E., 084473,
Born, Edward G., 094274.
Bortolutti, Angelo, O73614.
Boswell, John R., 084952,
Botts, Robert H,, 074091,
Boudreau, Arthur F., O73615.
Bowers, Ronald C., 082145,
Bowes, Thomas M., 073616,
Boyd, William A, Jr., O81588.
Boyer, Henry, Jr., 073022,
Boylan, Steven V., O73617.
Boyle, Richard P., Jr., O72579.
Bradby, Harold N,, Jr., 073989,
Bradford, Zeb B., Jr., O73618.
Bradshaw, Harold D., O85488.
Bramlet, James W., O78573.
Bramlett, Mead R., O74096.
Branch, John H., Jr., O89754.
Brandel, George P., 073619.
Brashears, Bobby F., O74007.
Brassert, Charles A., Jr., 081590,
Bray, John R., Jr., O73620.
Brice, Larry McD., 085928,
Brickwell, Wilbur D., O88590.
Brier, James R., O87481.
Brink, Donald W., O78241.
Brinkley, Charles B., Jr., O73621.
Brinkpeter, Charles H., 073133.
Britten, Samuel L., O72880.
Broadway, Thomas F., O73493.
Brodt, James H., 085490.
Bronson, Russell A., 074101,
Brooks, George W., 072681.
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Brooks, William C., Jr. 078243,
Brown, Bernard B., 085130,
Brown, Don E., 085732.
Brown, Frederic J., 3d, O73622.
Brown, Joseph G., O72580.
Brown, Loy D., 073546.
Brown, Marion L., O87483.
Brown, William W., 087485.
Broyles, Alvin K., Jr., O74105.
Bruce, William A., 084073.
Bryant, Lloyd D., OB15697.
Bryant, Richard L., 090479.
Buchanan, Paul J., 077289,
Bullock, Victor T., O73623.
Bunevich, Peter C., 085493,
Burcham, Jerry J., 073624.
Burckes, Melvin 8., O77291.
Burgoon, Kenneth L., 083641,
Burke, Roderick L., 072445,
Burkett, Seth W., O72685.
Burnette, Charles D., 072832,
Burns, Thornton A., Jr., O73625.
Bush, Robert C., 072447,
Butler, Frank C., Jr., 072834.
Bynell, Harlan B., O73626.
Byrne, John M., O73136.
Byrnes, Graham F., 072451,
Cabral, Walter K., O72835.
Cahill, Willlam J., O78254.
Calderwood, Earl H., O74116.
Caldwell, Everette G., O73627.
Caldwell, Richard D., OB9429.
Callahan, James J., O78255.
Callaway, Charles P,, O77299.
Calvert, Jack F., O741117.
Cambell, Chester F., 085408.
Cameron, Frank N., O77301.
Camphbell, Frank D., 089432,
Campbell, Robert J., O77303.
Canby, Steven L., O73628.
Carey, Calvin C,, 081598,
Carlisle, Alan R., O72686.
Carnes, Julian H., Jr., 072687.
Caron, Robert P., 073629,
Carr, Eldon D., 0O73630.
Carraway, Joseph R., O73631.
Carrington, Hugh C., 072582,
Carroll, George F., Jr., O77300.
Carter, Robert H., 074124,
Carter, Thomas D., Jr., O85978.
Carver, Charley A., O87700.
Cashman, James D., 088610.
Cashwell, James E., Jr., 073137.
Casipit, Felix L., 091788,
Casto, Philip C., 072690.
Celeste, Raymond, Jr., 073633.

Chamberlain, Charles M., O72583.

Champlin, William A., O84074.
Chapman, Donald G., O840765.
Chapman, Joseph M., OB8615.
Chase, Charles R., 0O84076.
Chick, Robert, L., 077314,
Chillcott, Dewey A., Jr., O77315.
Chisolm, Patrick D., Jr., OT7316.
Christensen, George F., 088620.
Christopher, Harry G., O73638.
Clark, Alastair, 8., O87707.
Clark, John J., O73639.

Clark, Richard DeW., 072692,
Clayberg, Richard P., OB8630.
Clements, Philip J., 2d, O72584.
Cloutier, Harold J., 073139.
Cluxton, Donald E., Jr., 072453,
Coast, Albert F., O77326.

Coats, Whit L., O73640.

Cocke, Eugene R., O73495.
Cockrell, Elroy M., 095004,
Cody, William F., O73641.
Coffman, Ronald L., 074131,
Coker, Walter R., OT7327.
Coleman, Jerry L., 087492,
Coleman, Willie A., O85137.
Collier, Gary D., O72847.
Collins, Billy C., O77329.
Collison, John M., O81606.
Colquhoun, Edward W., 086004.
Colson, John T., O74133.
Comer, Winston L., O77331.
Comeskey, Harry A., 073642.
Condon, Russell W., 094918,
Conneely, Martin F. X., O8407T7.
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Connolly, John J., Jr., 094919,
Conrad, Michael J., O73644.
Conway, Burton J., 085140,
Cook, John H., 081607,

Cook, Richard A., O74135.
Cook, Walter C., 094451.
Cooksey, David O., O72585.
Cooley, Andrew L., Jr., O75166.
Corbett, Richard L., 073992,
Corderman, David M., O73645.
Corless, Robert L., 084968,
Cosby, Lloyd N., O77337.
Costello, Charles J., 072848,
Coulter, Carleton, 3d, O73646.
Council, Cicero, Jr., OT3647.
Counihan, Jeremiah M., O81610.
Count, Elmer E., 072849,
Cowles, Richard W., O78268,
Cox, Elbredge R., O78269.
Coyne, Robert A., 091421,
Crain, Wallace 8., O73648.
Cralle, Maury 8., Jr., 073649,
Crandall, Harry W., O73650.
Craver, Douglas M., 074139,
Crawford, Theodore A., 072604,
Cremer, Robert D., Jr., 073651,
Crews, Roy A, 0O85741.

Crews, William F., O73652.
Crites, William R., O73663.
Croft, Carl L., O73654.
Crompton, William B., Jr., 094283,
Crosby, James C., 074143,
Cross, Ernest E., 0736565.
Crouch, Curtis 8., Jr., 080222.
Crouter, Edgerton T., 073656,
Crowder, Thomas M., 085149,
Crowley, Leonard G., 091200.
Cullen, James F,, O78273.
Cunningham, Clarence, O74147.
Curl, Richard L., 073657.
Curran, Gordon A., O86032.
Custard, Norman L., O74148.
Cuthbertson, Robert J., 073091,
Dahl, Hans E., 073028,

Dail, Robert B., O77346.

Daly, Edward F., Jr., O73658.
Dambrauskas, Vincent, 072459,
Damron, Herbert C., 073551,
Daniel, Bartow D., 078275,
Daniels, John M., Jr., 089454,
Dantos, Evangelos, O73660.
Dareos, Pete J., 077349.
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Pellegrinon, Ronald G., 074439,
Pelosi, Silvio, 073819.

Pemberton. Thomas G., OT72636.

Pepper, Earl E., O78462.
Perkins, George R., 080530.
Perry, Earl E., OT2536.
Peterson, Benjamin G., 073821,
Phillips, Gary R., 073822,
Phillips, Morgan L., Jr., O88175.
Phillips, Robert A., M
Phillips, Robert G., O72637.
Pierce, Richard B., 073823.
Pitman, Eenneth M., O74443.
Pitre, George L., Jr., 074444,
Plant, Robert A., O78466.
Plugge, Donald W., 072540,
Pohly, Glenn W., O72639.
Polak, Alexander P., OT2066.
Polhemus, Richard E., O74445.
Pulickoski, John 8., 073824,
Poole, Charles E,, Jr., OT3825.
Porter, Jon E., O73826.

Posz, Joseph D., O78469.

Potter, Allen R., O78470.
Presley, James N., Jr., OB5364.
Pretti, John R., 088182,
Price, Oscar G., Jr., 088882.
Priore, Fortunato R., 072071,
Propes, Norman C., OT3581.
Pugh, George M., O77632.
Pugmire, Robert M., Jr., 074449,
Pulg, Joseph P., Jr., 089278.
Pulliam, Nathan McG., O77633.
Purvis, John W, G., OT8471.
Putnam, Earl L., 085239.
Pybus, Fred R., 3d, O77634.

Quackenbush, Robert E., Jr., OT3827.

Quest, Joseph W., O77635.
Quigg, Stuart M., O78473.
Quinlan, Harry L., O73518.
Quirk, Edward T., 082202,
Rabdau, James L., 084102,
Radford, James T,, 073113.
Radosh, Burnett H 090402,
Radspinner, Frank H Jr., OB7501.
Ragovis, George, 088890.
Rajala, Paul W., O73828.

Rall, Frederick A., 073829.
Ralls, Randall D., O87892.
Ramey, Hubert D., 074453.
Ramsey, John D,, OT2778.
Ramsey, Roger R., OT2541.
Ranger, David W., 074454,
Ratcliff, Robert H., O88304.
Raudebaugh, James D., O74455.
Raymond, Henry J., O88891.
Redd, Gall R,, O725642.

Redhair, Roger R., O73832.
Redline, Edward H., 073833.
Reed, Paul R., 072973,

Repp, Edgar F., 087594.
Rexroad, William P., 089134,
Rhode, Michael, Jr., O86678.
Rhodes, Edward F., O73834.
Rhodes, Lonnie D,, OTT647.
Rice, Richard C., O73185.
Richards, Edward T., OT3835.
Richards, John H., Jr., O78477.
Richardson, George, O72974.
Richardson, Gerald A., O73837.
Richardson, William T., 077649,
Richey, Wayne B., 084104.
Rideout, Donald N., OB7597.
Rigrish, Ernest E., 081725.
Riley, Leonard J., OT9615.
Rinedollar, John D., O729717.
Rinker, Richard, O73838.
Riordan, Willlam T., O72543.
Robbins, Edwin E,, Jr., O72781.
Robinson, Benjamin F., Jr., OT2782.
Robinson, James H., Jr., 081728,
Roby, Robert L., O72783.
Rockey, James D., O73519.
Rod, Ronald F., O74460.
Roddy, Patrick McR., O72979.
Rodina, Stanley L., 073186.
Rofrano, Paul P., Jr., 073187,
Rogers, John E., O73188.
Rohland, Robert G., O87599.
Roll, William C., OT3840.
Ropp, Richard F., O77657.
Rose, Jerald L., O74473.

Rose, Richard E. O78482.
Rose, Robert D., 035858
Rosenberg, Thaodore R., 084106.
Rosie, Gerald J., 072980

Ross, Joseph L., Jr., O7T7659.
Ross, Morrill, Jr., 073842,
Ross, Robert A., 073843,

Ross, Robert E., O78483.

Rowe, Alvin G., O77661.
Ruhlin, James R., Jr., 095004,
Rundgren, Ivar W.. Jr., O73846.
Rush, Earl C., O74479.

Rusk, Edward E. O74480.
Russell, Charles R., O73847.
Russell, James F.,, 074481,
Ruttman, Lloyd J., 090447.
Ryan, Willlam J., 091400.
Ryder, Freddie O., 091897.
Saferstein, Thorton 8., O73848.
Sage, Robert 8., 0'!2548
Sagramoso, Daniel E, O73189.
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Saint, Charles P., O73849.
Salamone, Luciano C., O73850.
Sanders, Burnett R., 2d, O73180.
Sanders, MacDwain, OT7667.
Sanders, Willlam C., 2d, O78488.
Sandlin, Malcom R., O78490.
Sandstrum, Allan W., O74834,
Sanford, David G., O87605.
Sanford, William F., O73115.
Santulli, John F., 094499
Sarkiss, Charles DeF. O73851.
Saunders, LemRoy L., 088912
Savard, Ronald S., 081732,
Sawey, James W., O74486.
Saxton, Benjamin P., Jr., O73852,
Schelhorn, Carlton L., O72083.
Scherer, Franklin J., 084718,
Schmid, Robert M., O75083.
Schmitz, Ralph, 083078.
Schmitz, Robert P., O77673.
Schneider, Robert 8., 074491,
Schneider, William H., O73247.
Scholz, John C., 073854.
Schoonmaker, Marshall D., O73855.
Schrage, William K., Jr., O73856.
Schuler, Bob D., O73857.
Schull, Dunell V., O7T7677.
Schvaneveldt, Noel S., O73976.
Schwarzkopf, H. Norman, O73858.
Scoggins, Larry E., O77678.
Scott, Charles F., 3d, O73859.
Scott, Charles W,., O733089.
Scott, Douglas W., 072548,
Scott, Robert W., O92006.
Scully, Robert C., O73860.
Seago, Plerce T., Jr., O77680.
Secord, John W., O81736.
Seeley, James L., 075084.
Settle, Thomas A., O85375.
Seufert, Edward C., 073191,
Sewell, James H., Jr., O73861.
Shannon, John W., O72648.
Sharer, Frank E., O73864.
Shattuck, Milton C., O73865.
Shean, Frederic L., O73866.
Sheehan, Stephen A., O77684.
Shelton, Huntley E., Jr., 092011,
Shelton, Samuel W., Jr., O77685.
Shepardson, John A., 072988.
Shepherd, Richard G., O73078.
Sheriff, Robert M., 084108.
Sherzer, Morton P., O78501.
Shipman, Wayne T., O73401.
Shippers, Ernon L., 072549.
Shirey, James C., O73867.
Shockley, Henry A., O72786.
Short, Kenneth M., O78502.
Short, William L., O87914.
Shriver, William F., 094891,
Shufelt, James W., O77687.
Sibert, Robert L., 0O85256.
Sidler, Garrett V., O73868.
Sieminski, Edmund J., O72787.
Sikorski, Leo P., OB7615.
Simmons, Bobby B., 073192,
Simoni, Richard J., O72889.
Simons, John D., Jr., O77689.
Simpson, Charles E., Jr., 074513,
Sinclalr, Allen B., O90457.
Sinclaire, John, Jr., O78505.
Sirkis, Michael S., O73870.
Sisinyak, Mark J., O73871.

Sisk, Isaac R., 080201.

Skanchy, Robert K., O78508.
Skidmore, Herrol J., Jr 0O73872.
Skidmore, Wilbur M Ed 073873,
Slaven, Joseph E., 0'?3223.
Slingo, James ¥., OT7680.

Sloan, John F,, O73874.

Smart, Ernest A., 0956102,
Smiley, Ronald H., 072790.
Smith, Carl D., OB5668.

Smith, Carl G., 073520.

Smith, Donald B., Jr,, O73875.
Smith, Edward P., O72653.
Smith, Frank L., OT3876.
Smith, Hubert G., O86781.
Smith, James A., 092251.
Smith, Kenneth D., OB9609.
Smith, Eenneth W., 088209,
Smith, Lowell G., O73877.
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Smith, Richard L., 073197.
Smith, Scott B., O73878.
Smith, Stainton, O73879.
Smith, Willlam F., O74520.
Smith, Willis B., O78509.
Snavely, Charles C., 2d, O73880.
Snodgrass, John C., 073881,
Snowden, Edgar, 4th, O74521.
Soper, Robert L., Jr., 072234,
Sorley, Lewis 8., 3d, 073882.
Sovers, George A., O78513.
Sparks, Donald E., OB3666.
Speiser, Robin G., Jr., O73884.
Spence, John D,, 090510.
Spires, James W., 073885,
Springstead, Bertin W., O77700.
St. Amour, Leo R., Jr., 072238,
St. Louis, Robert P., O73886.

St. Peter, Robert E., O77701.
Stallings, David W., O85264.
Stankevicius, Raymond J., 073199,
Staples, William B., O73080.
Stapleton, George J., 073888,
Staros, Edward J., 086807.
Stedron, Charles J., 073200.
Stephens, Richard B., O81535.
Stevens, Charles T., O81745.
Stevens, Edward A., Jr., Q72655.
Stevens, Floyd M., 094895,
Stevens, Philip J., O74528.
Stevenson, Harry K., O817486.
Stewart, Charles A., 073409,
Stewart, Frank 8., Jr., O77706.
Stewart, Roger A., O87935.
Stillions, Eugene L., Jr., 074532,
Stokes, Theodore K., 074534,
Stokes, William M., O74585.
Stone, Joseph L., Jr., 073201,
Stout, Anthony N., 072003,
Straub, James O., O73890.
Straughan, Robert M., O87631.
Stricklin, Roger B., Jr., O81747.
Stroup, Glenn A., O77714.
Strozier, James K,, 073801.
Stubbs, Harold E., O73585.
Studebaker, Robert L., 092262,
Sturgeon, James M., 074547,
Stynes, Philip A., 073892,
Suddath, Leroy N., Jr., O73803.
Sullivan, Robert P., 073804.
Sullivan, Willlam M., 073202.
Summers, Richard A., 088312.
Sumner, Brice 8., O77718.
Sutton, James L., O72006.
Svirsky, William R., 072997,
Swartz, Calvin, 091400.
Sweetwood, Dale R., O77720.
Swezey, Charles F., O73805.
Swoboda, Edward A., 089298,
Sylvester, Richard D., O73806.
Talley, Robert E, L., O73521.
Tallman, Richard LaV., 092022.
Tapp, Richard L., O74553.
Taylor, Emmett K., Jr., O77721.
Taylor, Francis €., 077722,
Taylor, Joseph J., Jr., O81749.
Taylor, Joseph W., O77724.
Taylor, Terry A., O77725.
Taylor, Wesley L., OB4533.
Teague, Gwynn A., O85091.
Teed, John F., O7T8523.
Thacker, Goebel R., O74561.
Thaxton, Billy J., 089153.
Thomas, Charles R., 077729.
Thomas, David L., 084534,
Thomas, Hiram J., OB5678.
Thompson, Albert G., O77731.
Thompson, Jackson D., 074032.
Thompson, Richard P., O73899.
Thompson, Robert 8,, O77733.
Thorpe, Marvin, Jr., O72797.
Toblasen, Richard D., O88978.
Tokarz, Walter P., 087949.
Toler, William K., O83667.
Tolfa, Edward, Jr., 084536,
Tollefson, Robert G., 085681.
Tomes, Paul J., 0921386.
Tomlin, James R., 080155,
Tomlinson, Walter C., Jr., 082371,
Toner, Richard B., 074568,

Torno, Harry C., OT3057.
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Torres, Marco, Jr., O74569.
Treadwell, John J., 3d, 092586.
Tremper, Edwin O., OB7954.
Tripp, Richard L., 073802.
Trouve, Raymond J., 094966.
Turain, George A., 084110.
Turley, James R., O74575.
Turner, Hiram B., Jr., O73904.
Tuszynski, Andrew J., O86879.
Tutwiler, James D., O85685.
Twichell, Heath, Jr., O73905.
Twilley, Leroy G., 073225,
Tyler, Charles 8., 081754.
Tyler, Thomas H,, OT7745.
Urbach, Walter, Jr., O73008.
Utz, John 8., 073009,

Vaaler, John G., O87648.

Vail, Nathan C., 094352,
Valence, Edward, Jr., 073910.
Valerius, Millard R., O79626.

Van Dervort, Edmund LeR., 073911,

Van Giesen, Robert E., O72557.
Van Horn, Jonathan 8., O72799.
VanBebber, Herman J., O74577.
Vandenberghe, Henry E., O77752.
Vaughan, Frederick C., 094900.
Vergot, William D., O72559.
Vogentanz, Peter G., 085382,
Vydra, Anthony L., O785633.

Vye, George D., O84111.

Wade, Herman L., 092033.
Wadsworth, Frederick J., 088516.
‘Wagenheim, Herbert M., 073913.
Wages, Jerry S., OB4537.

Wagner, John F., 073914.
‘Wagner, Keith A,, 0852786,
Waldeck, James J., Jr., O73915.
Waldo, Rondel L., O73206.
Walker, James R., O78536.
Walker, Eenneth 8., 073119.
‘Walker, William C., O74034.
Wall, John F., Jr., OT3916.
Wallace, Edwin L., OT8537.
Wallace, George C., 085690.
Wallace, James W., O73003.
Wallace, John W., OB7654.
Wallington, Edward H., O77758.
Walsh, Gordon P., O81758.
‘Walter, John 8., OTT761.

Walton, John C., Jr., O77762.
Wangenheim, Richard M., O85277.
Wappes, George R., OB7656.
‘Ward, George W., Jr., 073918,
Ward, Thomas J., OT3005.
Washburn, Richard B., 073919,
‘Wasko, Frank J., Jr., 077764,
Waterman, Stephen, 3d, O73006.
‘Waters, George D., O85461.
Weathers, John T., 094903.
Weden, Gilbert J., OT2278.
Wegley, Frederick L., Jr., OT3008.
Weihl, Willlam L., O73920.
Weiler, Harold E., O87660.
Weinstein, Leslie H., 073921.
Weinstein, Sidney T., 073922.
‘Wells, Norman 8., OB7662.
Wemmering, Fred A., O72804.
Werner, Gary LeR., OB5698.
Wesson, Robert E., OT8543.
‘West, Arvid E., Jr., 073923.
Westcott, William C., 3d, OT39825.
Wheeler, Lester McF., 084113,
Whipple, Winthrop, Jr., OTT772.
White, Jack A., OT4593.

White, William T., Jr., O81760.
Wickware, Argle W,, 081762,
Wien, George E., 073926.

Wiles, James M., OT7777.
Wilkerson, Arlie J., O74507.
Wilkins, Aaron E., 2d, 092271,
Willeox, Lester A., OB1763.
Willette, William P., O8B7667.
Williams, Bruce H., O72561.
Williams, Donald G., O74598.
Williams, Gary C., O73928.
Williams, Nelson E., O85283.
Williams, Richard L., O74599.
Willlams, W, Douglas, O73929.
Willlamson, Jerry G., O87669.
Willlamson, Marvin M., O73830.
Williford, Donald E., O74600.
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Willls, Raymond E., 094356.
Wilson, Carl A., Jr., O75093.
Wilson, Ernest B., O73931.
Wilson, Gary L., O78553.
Wiison, John W., 085704.
Wing, Thomas, 091727.
Winkel, Paul P., Jr., O73932.
Winkelman, Barry A., OT7T782.
Winnicki, Philip W., O81766.
Winship, Edwin C., O77783.
Winter, Thomas C., Jr., O73933.
Withers, George K., Jr., 073934,
Wittekind, Wilfred H., OT4602.
Wolfgang, Albert E., 092274,
Wollver, Clarence H., Jr., OTT789.
Wolterstorff, Jerrold D., O77791.
Womack, Kenneth 8., 092275,
Woodard, James O., O89016.
Woodmansee, John W., Jr., 0739386,
Woods, George J., Jr., O73937.
‘Woods, Stephen R., Jr., 073938,
Woolworth, Wesley B., O73013.
Works, Bobby, OB1769.
Worthen, Freddie J., OT8559.
Wright, Edward S., 088235,
Wright, Lloyd R., 084929, |
Whuest, Melvin L., 073939, |
Wurman, James W., 080232,
Wynn, Gerard M., 073940,
Yawberg, Harold D,, 073208,
Yon, Everett M., 073941,
Young, David C,, 2d, 092276.
Young, George E. W., Jr., 073942,
Young, Gregor T., 3d, O78561.
Yuhas, Robert J., 073014,
Zamora, Emilio B., OBT674.
Zane, Thomas L., O7T798.
Zelgler, Michael G, OT3943.
Zimmerman, Martin B., 073944,
Zittrain, Lawrence O., 072806,
Zoghby, Guy A., 073251,
Zook, Kenneth A., O85104.
Zwahlen, Robert J., OT28017.

To be captains, Chaplain
Beal, Donald B., O91751.
Collard, Robert W., 090612,
Fung, Edmond, 0944586,
Gremmels, Delbert W., 089808,
Jernigan, Duie R., 091884,
Mills, Charlie S., 092097,
Murphy, James J., O80565.
O’'Shea, Edward L., 089122,
Ougzts, Paul D., 091967.
Phillips, Major H., Jr,, 092114,
Tolbert, Carl E., 092135,
Van Verth, Leroy E., O94657.
Weathers, Clifford T., 002143,
Wetherell, Sterling A., 0921486,

To be captains, Women's Army Corps

Bizzelle, Joanalys A., L496.
Eslick, Joyce E., L568.
Pleasants, Katherine, L552.
Pons, Mildred E., L553.
Smith, Carol L., L566.

To be captains, Medical Corps
Agullo, Juan M., 092151.
Aldrich, Robert C., 094036.
Alexander, Jack L., 094037,
Allen, Ray F., 084565.
Anderson, Kirby V., 094039.
Andrews, Frank B., Jr., 094270.
Belknap, Harold R., Jr., 093366,
Bethlenfalvay, Nicholas C., 093028,
Boyd, Charles M., 094443.
Burdick, Richard E., 094051.
Butkus, Donald E., 094054.
Campbell, James A., 093370.
Campbell, S8elma R., 093371.
Cordes, Charles K., 082175.
Cranston, John P., 3d, 094064.
Daus, Arthur T., Jr., 093382,
Doolittle, William H., 093391,
Duncan, Malcolm P., 092183,
Dyke, Charles J., 094745.
Edwards, Adrian L., 093395,
Edwards, John B., 094073.
Eisenstein, Elliot M., 094074,
Enloe, Leslie J., 093398.
Epling, John P,, Jr., 094293,
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Ewald, Roger A., 094296,
Facer, James C., 093399.
Feldman, Edgar A., 094580,
Feroli, Edward J., 093037.
Franklin, Gerald 8., 094583.
German, Norton 1., 093039.
Goiser, John L., 092195.
Goler, David, 094462,
Gottlieb, Lawrence H., 093042,
Grames, George M., 094585.
Gross, Joseph O., 092107,
Gulilfoyle, Francis M., 084586.
Hamaker, William R., 093422,
Hannegan, Michael W., 093044,
Herrington, Jack K., 094306.
Holmes, Eeith D., 094761.
Holmes, Robert A., 092203,
Jensen, Nelson R., 093047,
Jones, Graham P., 093441,
Kehoe, John E., 093049.
Erank, Daniel F., 093452.
LaNoue, Alcide M., 093453.
Larson, Alvin L., 093454.
Levine, Seymour, 092214.
Linder, William R., 092215.
Lodmell, John G., 094104.
Loeser, Louis I., 093459,
Lyon, Charles M., O93460.
McClure, Hubert L., 094108.
McNamara, James V., O93057.
Mears, William W., 093058.
Meril, Allen J., O93059.

Milo, Anton P., 093473.
Mitchell, David P., 093474.
Montgomery, Robert C., O84115.
Morgan, Donald W., 093478.
Morgan, Loren R., 093060,
Muir, Robert W., 093062,
Neely, Ernest R., 093064,
Olsen, Earl R., 093483,
Osborn, James R., O95077.
Parker, Jerry M., 092235.
Raffety, John E., 094334,
Ramer, Barry S., 094783.
Rapoport, Morton I., 094336.
Readling, Thomas A., 094638,
Rich, Norman M., 093075.
Rogers, John T., Jr., 093495.

- Ross, Stewart D., 2d, 093077.
Banders, Daniel T., 093501,
Stevens, James C., 094651.
Stevenson, Robert S., 094139.
Stockwood, Robert C., Jr.,, 093084.
Taylor, David M., 093520.
Taylor, Thomas R., 0O93088.
Thering, Harlan R., 093523.
Thompson, Gale E., 093090.
Thompson, Leonard R., O93091.
Thorpe, George J., 093092,
Toth, Willlam N., 093093.
Townsley, James T., 3d, 0941486.
Villella, Ronald L., 093095.
‘Warrender, Charles L., 093538.
Watanabe, Henry K., 094154.
Watson, Ralph J., 094799,
Werth, Jude N., 093008,
Wiitala, Walter W., 084905.
Wissel, August G., 093099.
Young, Frank C., Jr., 093545.
Zalis, Edwin G., 092277.

To be captains, Dental Corps

Bullard, Jesse T., 093030.
Gary, Ralph R., 095025.
King, Billie C., 094095.
Sinton, Thomas S., 091687.
Uotinen, Kyosti G, 094798.

To be captains, Veterinary Corps
Davidson, Dayid E., Jr., 093383.
Hildebrandt, Paul K., 095039.
Kinnamon, Kenneth E., 092080.
MeNellis, John O., 091643.

Pulliam, James D., 092239,
Watsabaugh, Charles J., 093097.
To be captains, Medical Service Corps
Allen, Turman E., Jr., 076818,
Bass, Bobbie R., 073019,
Beach, Douglas J., 076819,
Bourland, Gene M., O88577.
Bradford, Charles E., O7T3131.
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Brannock, Joseph E., Jr., OB8244.

Causey, James A., O84136.

Chiei, Dante A., O76822.

Cugzick, William T., O84760.

Dean, John W,, 084152.

Decker, Walter J., O85519.

Demaree, Gale E., O85743.

Dettor, Charles M., O72697.

Donato, Joseph J., O85744.

Dorsett, Herbert F., OT3067.

Dowery, Gordon K., O72701.

Early, Ralph T., 072468,

Erickson, Duane G., 075352,

Green, Bruce E., 076824.

Heinz, Robert F., Jr., 072481,

Hughes, Joe C., O85772.

Jackson, Raymond A., 073240.

Jacobs, Claude G., Jr., O88402.

Johnson, David E., 085422.

Joyce, Brendan E., 085011,

Kays, John M., O88408.

McFarland, Joseph H., O85435.

Mikkelsen, Richard C., O73171.

Muzzio, Robert J,, O74409.

Neugebauer, Donald L., O80350.

Parls, Henry J., Jr., 091663.

Paul, Hinton G, Jr., 076829,

Pfeiffer, William G., O78166.

Potin, James B., O83560.

Salmon, Ray W., Jr., O7T8168.

Sisk, Leonard C., 072789,

Timmons, John A,, Jr., O73204.

Ungar, Ralph F., 088315.

Van Meer, James E., 084290,

Weinert, Charles M., 086918.

White, John J., O87988.

Williams, Edwin H., O87970.

Yim, Herbert K., 091434.

Ziebell, Earl L., OB6975.

To be captains, Army Nurse Corps
Barkley, Velma J., N2879.
Capper, Edna L., N2778.

Carlson, Vivienne C., N2047.

Clark, Anna M., N3045.

Condit, Mary M., N2864,

Donnelly, Gwendolyn N., N3047,

Dubatowski, Doris T., N2786.

Pitzroy, Barbara M., N2899.

Freidhoff, Erla J., N2872.

Galloway, Katherine F., N3032,

Gann, Ellen J., N2978.

Gately, Mirlam A., N3052.

Hovind, Virginia D., N2911.

Jagiello, Helen D., N3020.

Johnson, Nevaida T., N3026.

Joyner, Mary E., N2979.

LaRock, Ethel B., N2884,

Learned, Grace, N29732,

McLeod, Alva J., N2891.

Nellis, Virginia M., N2973.

Reed, Della K., N2980.

Schadl, Hilda T. A., N2607.

Yoder, Dolores E., N3040.

To be captains, Army Medical Specialisi
Corps

Davis, Barbara A., M10178.

McGown, Helyn L., M10177.

Pfeiffer, Violet R., M10179.

The following-named persons for ap-
pointment in the Regular Army of the
United States, in the grades specified under
the provisions of title 10, United States Code,
sections 3283, 3284, 3286, 3287, and 3288:

To be majors

Riley, Francis J., Jr., O1307467.

Wetherill, Jerry G., 01342137,

To be captains

Hobby, Thomas K., 01931209,

Johnson, James P., 01877280.

Knox, Owen H,, 04030918.

Mills, Robert W., 02266273.

To be first lieutenants

Alton, Gary O,, 04061018,

Blank, Lyle E., 04074662.

McKay, Michael J., 04061216,

Pallo, Carl A., 02304720.

Silvey, Bruce D., 05402538.
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To be second lieutenants
Benca, John P., 05006744,
Blaz, Donald J., 05216713,
Clark, David E.
Herholz, Paul R., Jr., 05214753.
Jeffords, James P., 05211989,
Jobe, Kenneth D., 05512170.
Johnston, Willlam D., O5007136.
Lamb, John C., 05307362.
McDaniel, Gary D.
Mulvanity, Thomas W., O5311716.
Raley, Michael D., 05307919,
Sodano, Guy R., 05002879,
Spitzer, Joel 8., 06401793.
Washington, Raleigh B., O5309700.
Zimmers, Joe L., 05312084.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
States, in the grades and corps specified,
under the provisions of title 10, United States
Code, sections 3283, 3284, 3285, 3286, 3287,
3288, 3289, 3200, 3291, 3292, and 3294:

To be major, Medical Corps
Cabezas, Miguel E., 04077958.
To be captains, Army Nurse Corps

Johnson, Martha E., N768634.
Tirado-Gonzales, Crisonia, N9008086.
To be captains, Dental Corps
Genova, James J., 05500579,
Morrow, Raymond K., 05408442,
Simmons, Donald E., 05312612,
Zingale, Joseph A., O5202617.

To be captains, Medical Corps
Gaskill, Harold V., Jr., 0973970.
Hammond, Charles, 05501283,
Jiamachello, Nicholas, 05208322,

Eeuls, Hans A., 05200647,
Littell, Delvin E., 02295469,
Mahoney, Willlam D., 02295417
Major, John E., 04012792,
Moore, Marcus M., 02285623.
Pruitt, Basil A,, Jr., O5003936.
Robinson, Henry A., Jr., 04071080,
Schwartz, Marvin N., 02297978,
To be captain, Medical Service Corps
MacEntee, John L., Jr., 01801294,
To be first lieutenant, Army Nurse Corps
Heitsman, Lois J., N6200300.
To be first lieutenant, Dental Corps
Clancy, James M., O5004803.
To be first lieutenants, Judge Advocate
General’s Corps
Mowry, Richard E., O2304749.
Tips, Robert H, 02303657.
To be first lieutenants, Medical Corps

Arthur, James D., 02300764.
Becker, Arthur A., 02305104.
Bolick, Larry E., O5703680.
Cohen, Richard J., O5004579.
Gates, Francis K., Jr., 05200939,
Harrell, Jerry D., Jr., O5203257.
Hurwitz, Richard A., O4065176.
Miller, Donald F., O5004198.
Monzingo, George F., 02303735.
O'Rourke, George W., 02300846.
Rainville, Thomas J., 02305040.
Shown, Thomas E., 02305169.

To be first lieutenant, Medical Service Corps
Grodt, Robert G., 05703448,

To be first lieutenants, Veterinary Corps

DelFavero, John E., O2300662.
Pakes, Steven P., 04069732,

To be second lieutenants, Army Nurse Corps
Kisella, Mary A., N5411424.
Phelps, Carol L., N5407360.

To be second lieutenants, Medical Service

Corps

Anderson, Ralph L., O5213297.
Barnes, Perry A., 02300376.
Kistler, Thomas E., Jr., 05201733,
Milne, Richard B., 04083522,
Waters, George A., Jr., 05309538.
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The following named distinguished mili-
tary students for appointment in the Regu-
lar Army of the United States, in the grade
and corps specified, under the provisions of
of title 10, United States Code, sections 3283,
3284, 3285, 3286, 3287, 8288 and 3290:

To be second lieutenants, Medical Service
Corps

Ake, Robert M. Piercey, Charles K.

Bigelow, Robert T. Thompson, Dale L.,

Helin, Donald D. Jr.

Hostetter, Donald L. Van Broekhoven, Rol-

Moreland, William F,

lin A,

The following-named distinguished mili-
tary students for appointment in the Regu-
lar Army of the United States in the grade
of second lieutenant, under the provisions
of title 10, United States Code, Sections 3283,

3284, 3285, 3286, 3287, and 3288:

‘Adorian, Stephen J.
Jr.

Anderson, Francis E.
Bailey, Joseph N., Jr.
Barnett, Joseph T.
Bartlett, LeRoy, IIT
Becker, Robert A.
Beckner, Donald W.
Belcher, Billie
Black, James W.
Branch, Boyd R.
EBrick, Charles S.
Brown, Kenneth N.
Brown, Martin A., IIT
Burns, Thomas B., Jr.
Callahan, James E.
Caram, Meredith H.
Coleman, John L.
Dalziel, Dean A.
DeGroot, Michael H.
DeRossett, William J.
Dick, Willlam H.
Dillard, James H.
Doleschal, Walter
Feeley, Thomas M.
Feldman, Henry J.
Finnell, Woolsey, IIL
Flscher, William F.
Glosson, Clyde W.
Gurnee, Ronald W.
Halsey, Franklin M.
Hand, David E.
Harris, Donald W.
Hasbrouck, Joseph F.
Helvey, Robert L.
Henry, Joseph R.
Hill, Ralph L,
Hohmann, Errol G.
Hon, Hollie T., Jr. ~
Howe, Edward G.
Hower, Robert G.
Irby, Dewitt T., Jr.
Izzard, William A.
Johnson, Charlton G.,
Jr., 05314904,
Johnson, Walter deF.
Jorgensen, James P,
~—. . Robert C.
Kennedy, Howard, IV
Kovach, James E.
LaBoa, Guy A. J.
Larson, James W.
Loftus, James S., Jr.

,Magenis, Richard S,
Massey, George M.
McLane, Earl L.
Montgomery, James R.
Moore, Larry D.
Mueller, Thomas O.
Mueller, Tommy R.
Neisess, James A.
Nichols, Brent H.
Norberg, Edward J.,
Jr.
Norvell, Benjamin R.
O'Connor, Dennis L.
O'Donnell, Thomas J.,
Jr.
Overcash, Johnny B.

Quirk, Gerald L.
Reynolds, Marcel F.
Richardson, Thomas
C.
Rockswold, Ellis G.
Root, David K.
Rutherford, Jerry R.
Salas, Andres E.
Sellers, Eervin R.
Snyder, Bradley J.
Bolis, Emilio R.
Spears, Lacy L.
Spencer, Thomas A
Spivey, David A.
Stephens, Robert L.,
Jr.

swa.nt., Billy J.
Tallman, Harold S.
Tellier, John A,
Trigg, Thomas R., Jr.
Tryon, Michael A.
Wamre, Dennis M.
Ward, Robert E., IIT
Weeks, Robert S.
Wells, Wade G., IT
Westberg, William J.

‘Wilkinson, : James E.,

Jr.
W‘r’lght. Carleton C.,
s
Wright, Rodney L.
Yearout, Robert D,

CONFIRMATIONS
Executive nominations confirmed by

the Senate June 20,

1962:

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Herbert W. Klotz, of Virginia, to be an
Assistant Secretary of Commerce.
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION
Harold C. Woodward, of Illinois, to be a
member of the Federal Power Commission
for the term of 5 years expiring June 22,

1967.

(Reappointment.)

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

‘WEDNESDAY, JUNE 20, 1962

The House met at 11 o'clock a.m.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Matthew 9: 36: When He saw the
multitudes, He was moved with compas-
sion on them.

Almighty God, as we think of the vast
multitudes who inhabit this world, we
shamefully acknowledge that for many
life is a difficult struggle, full of peril
and fraught with despair.

When we look at them we also are
moved with compassion, for it seems as if
their whole earth is a place of griefs and
graves, and each day a veritable combat
against odds and handicaps which often
cause their hearts to ache and break.

We are not asking Thee to bless us with
a sheltered life, secluded from all hard-
ships and hazards, for human experience
teaches us that these are the things men
live by and attain with fullness of ma-
turity.

Grant that we may incarnate the spirit
of our Lord whose faith was strong and
radiant, enabling Him to transmute
loss into gain and defeat into victory.

Hear us in His name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
McGown, one of its clerks, announced
the appointment of the Senator from
Idaho, Mr. DWORSHAK, as an additional
conferee on the bill (HR. 10802) en-
titled “An act making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior and
related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1963, and for other pur-
poses.”

WEST VIRGINIA'S CENTENNIAL

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. TIs there objection
to the request ‘of the gentleman from
West Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, 99 years
ago today, June 20, 1863, while Abraham
Lincoln was Presidant of the United
States, the State of West Virginia was
admitted to the Union. Several years
ago there came into my possession an
American flag with 35 stars which was
the flag used when West Virginia was
admitted to the Union, West Virginia
being the 35th State.

With the permission of the Speaker
and the House, I should like to display
this flag this morning, as a means of
calling attention to the centennial of the
great State of West Virginia, which will
occur next year.

June 20

I hope that all those who see this 35-
star American flag, and who hear or read
these remarks, may come to the West
Virginia Centennial celebration. On be-
half of the State of West Virginia, I
especially want to invite all of my col-
leagues to visit West Virginia in 1963.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. MACE. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. ALBERT., Mr. Speaker, T move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 120]
Adair Fisher Merrow
Addonizio Flood Moulder
Alford Frazier Powell
Bass, N.H. Frelinghuysen Rains
Bennett, Mich. Garland Riley
Blatnik Glenn Baund
Blitch Gray Scranton
Boykin Grifin Black
Brademas Harrison, Va, Smith, Miss,
Brewster Hoffman, Mich. Spence
Celler Horan Stubbleflield
Curtis, Mass. Jarman Thompson, La.
Davis, Tenn. Kearns Thompson, Tex.
Dawson Lennon Tupper
Denton Loser Van Zandt
Diggs McDonough Yates
Farbstein May

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 385
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum,

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ce_igings under the call were dispensed
WIitn.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr., KING of Utah. Mr. Speaker, on
yesterday, June 19, I was absent from
the city on account of official business.
I should like the REcorbp to show that had
I been present I would have voted
against the motion to recommit on H.R.
12154, a bill to amend the Sugar Act, and
I would have voted in favor of the bill on
final passage.

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF
1962

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (HR. 11222) to
improve and protect farm income, to re-
duce costs of farm programs to the Fed-
eral Government, to reduce the Federal
Government'’s excessive stocks of agri-
cultural commodities, to maintain rea-
sonable and stable prices of agricultural
commodities and products to consumers,
to provide adequate supplies of agricul-
tural commodities for domestic and for-
eign needs, to conserve natural resources,
and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
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